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CHAPTER  9 
CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

HISTORY  OF  COORDINATION  EFFORTS 


The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  assigned  the  Colorado 
State  Director  of  BLM  lead  responsibility  for  preparation  of  the  initial 
nrll   en^™mental  statement  (DES)  for  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  in 
October  1974.  The  Bureau  instituted  coordination  in  the  following 
areas  with  the  federal  agencies  listed  below: 

•  na  ™e  U.S.  Forest  Service-use  of  their  draft  analysis  of  environmental 
impacts  relating  to  the  proposed  action. 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service-consultation  with  and  partici- 
pation as  an  active  member  of  the  team  for  wildlife  concerns. 

The  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation-consultation  on  the  recreational 
and  aesthetic  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation— assistance  in  hydro! ogic  expertise. 

The  team,  led  by  BLM,  represented  broad  categories  of  environmental 
MiSE*  Uclud1??  socioeconomics,  hydrology,  geology,  soils,  fisheries, 
climate,  air  quality,  plants,  animals,  engineering,  cultural  resources 
recreation,  and  aesthetics.  The  draft  was  filed  with  the  Council  on  ' 
Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  in  December  1975  and  issued  in  January  1976 
Public  hearings  were  conducted  on  February  19,  1976. 

+,  •  S"  July  ?'  1?76'  tne  Regional  Solicitor  ruled  that  the  scope  of 
this  DES  was  insufficient  as  a  matter  of  law  and  recommended  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  postpone  his  decision  on  the  proposed  Foothills 
Project  pending  comprehensive  analysis. 

In  response,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  preparation 
and  planning  requested  a  new  preparation  plan  which  was  initiated  by  the 
Colorado  State  Director  of  the  BLM.  This  plan  was  approved  by  the  BLM 
Washington  Office  on  February  8,  1977.  A  new  (DES)  team  was  formed  in  early 
February  1977.  An  interagency  federal  team  was  established  as  the  core 
team;  participation  of  each  agency  is  detailed  in  the  following  section, 
in  addition,  an  advisory  group  comprised  of  60  organizations,  public 
agencies  and  private  individuals  provided  assistance  and  expertise  in 
their  particular  interest  areas;  a  list  of  the  advisory  group  follows  in 
the  Consultation  section.  A  brochure,  which  described  the  purpose  of 
the  revised  draft  and  invited  public  participation,  was  widely  circu- 
lated in  February  1977,  when  the  team  began  work. 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  IN  PREPARATION  OF  THE  DES 


Consultation  in  preparing  the  second  DES  was  sought  in  three  forms, 
federal  agencies  were  contacted;  state  and  municipal  agencies  and  interest 
groups  were  consulted;  and  comments  received  on  the  original  (February  1976) 
DES  were  reviewed. 

Table  9-1  lists  the  federal  agencies  contacted  through  formal  consul- 
tation and  coordination  procedures  and  the  type  and  extent  of  their 
assistance. 


Federal  Agencies  Contacted 


Agency 


U.S.  Forest 
Service 


Bureau  of 
Reclamation 


U.S.  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service 
(FWS) 


U.S.  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation 


TABLE  9-1 


FEDERAL  AGENCY  ASSISTANCE 
Nature  of  Contact Type  &  Extent  of  Assistance 


Requested  staff  and 
data  assistance  and 
pre! iminary  review 


Requested  staff  and 
data  assistance; 
requested  sole  effort 
through  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  for  Raw 
Water  Source  Alterna- 
tives; requested  pre- 
1 iminary  review 

Requested  staff  and 
data  assistance; 
consultation  with  FWS 
concerning  any  modifi- 
cation of  wildlife 
resources  under  Sec. 
662  of  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (see 
official  report 
Appendix  4) 

Requested  staff  and 
data  assistance 


Provided  one  core  team  member 
for  Forestry-Flora  sections; 
provided  recreation  and  other 
data;  provided  team  advisor 
and  continual  review 

Provided  one  core  team  member 
for  Hydrology  sections;  pro- 
vided 16  team  advisors  to 
solely  produce  Concepts  A,  B, 
and  C  of  Alternate  Raw  Water 
Sources  (Chapter  8); 
provided  continual  review 


Provided  one  core  team  member 
for  Fish  and  Wildlife  section; 
provided  consultation  and 
official  report  in  compliance 
with  FWS  Coordination  Act, 
Sec.  662;  provided  continual 
review 


Provided  one  core  team  member 
for  Recreation  section;  pro- 
vided recreation/aesthetics 
and  other  relevant  data 


9-2 


Agency 


U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers 


Federal  Energy 
Regulatory 
Commission 
(formerly  Fed- 
eral Power 
Commission 

U.S.  Geological 
Survey 


Soil  Conservation 
Service 


Environmental 

Protection 

Agency 

Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban 
Development 


TABLE  9-1  (Cont.) 
FEDERAL  AGENCY  ASSISTANCE 


Nature  of  Contact Type  &  Extent  of  Assistance 


Requested  data 
assistance  and 
prel iminary  review 

Requested  data 
assistance  and 
preliminary  review 


Requested  consultation 
with  team  and 
assistance  in  special 
areas  of  geology, 
minerals,  and 
topography 

Requested  consultation 
with  team  and 
assistance  in  special 
areas 

Requested  data 
assistance  and 
advisory  help 

Requested  data 
assistance  and 
advisory  help 


Provided  data  assistance  and 
review  of  preliminary  draft 
in  advance  of  printing 

Provided  data  assistance  and 
review  of  preliminary  draft 
in  advance  of  printing 


Provided  consultation  and 
assistance 


Provided  consultation  and 
assistance  with  soil 
surveys 


Provided  data  assistance  and 
team  advisor 


Provided  data  assistance  and 
team  advisor 


State  Agencies,  Municipal  Agencies,  and  Interest  Groups  Contacted 

A  special  effort  was  made  to  expand  the  consultation  effort  outside  of 
the  core  team,  using  60  advisors  from  the  State  of  Colorado,  from  local 
municipa  agencies,  and  from  special  interest  groups  and  private  individuals 
Some  advisors  contributed  as  members  of  various  subwork  groups-others 
expressed  their  concerns  in  occasional  advisory  meetings 
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Subwork  Groups 

Subwork  groups  were  formed  on  the  basis  of  environmental  components 
and  chaired  by  the  core  team  members.  A  list  of  participants  follows: 

Archaeology/History  Subwork  Group 

State  Historical  Society  of  Colorado  (SHPO) 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Colorado  State  Archeologist: 

Northern  Colorado  Educational  Board  of  Cooperative  Services,  Longmont,  Colo, 

Park  County  Historical  Society,  Bailey,  Colorado 

University  of  Colorado,  Henderson  Museum 

University  of  Denver 

Socio-Economics  Subwork  Group 

State  of  Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Office  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Water  Resources  Subwork  Group 

Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments 

Colorado  Board  of  Health:  Water  Quality  Control  Division 

Colorado  State  Engineer 

Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 

Recreation/Aesthetics  Subwork  Group 

Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation 
U.S.  Forest  Service 

Geology/Minerals  Subwork  Group 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 
Colorado  Geological  Survey 
Consulting  geologists  (2) 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Subwork  Group 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  (DOW) 
Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Sheep  Society 
Trout  Unlimited 

Land  Use  Subwork  Group 

Colorado  Land  Use  Commission 
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Air  Quality  Subwork  Group 
Colorado  Board  of  Health:  Air  Pollution  Control  Division 

Other  Team  Advisors 

3  ,  M   addition  to  the  subwork  groups,  other  interested  municipal  agencies 
and  interest  groups  communicated  their  interests  and  concerns  during  various 
advisory  meetings  and  informal  oral  communications.  These  advisors  Included- 

Adams  County  Commissioners 

City  of  Aurora 

City  of  Broomfield 

Boulder  County  Planning  Department 

Citizens  for  Sensible  Water 

Colorado  State  University  Plant  Information  Center 

City  of  Denver 

Environmental  Defense  Fund 

City  of  Lakewood 

City  of  Longmont 

Pikes  Peak  Council  of  Governments 

Platte  Canyon  Water  Association 

Rio  Grande  Company 

South  Platte  Canyon  Preservation  Council 

City  of  Thornton 

City  of  Wheatridge 


Comments  on  Original  Draft  Environmental  Statement 

Comments  were  received  on  the  original  (February  1976)  DES  in  the 
form  of  letters  and  testimony  from  public  hearings. 

Comments  were  received  in  the  public  hearings  from  the  following: 


Honorable  William  H.  McNichols, 

Mayor  of  Denver 
John  R.  Bermingham,  private  citizen 
John  A.  Yelenick,  President  of  the 

Denver  Board  of  Water  Commissioners 
Stephen  Hart,  lawyer 
Herbert  C.  Gundell ,  Denver 

County  Agent 
James  T.  Smith,  United  Sportsman's 

Council 
John  Retrum,  Zero  Population  Growth, 

Colorado 
Jerry  Mallett,  Wilderness  Resource 

Institute 
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Lewis  Short,  Manager,  Lakewood 

Board  of  Sewer  and  Water 

Commissioners 
Robert  Weaver,  Trout  Unlimited 
John  L.  J.  Hart,  Colorado  State 

Advisory  Board 
Ken  Coors,  Denver  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Mills  E.  Bunker,  Consulting  Engineer 
Mary  C.  Taylor,  Colorado  Open  Space 

Council 
Cynthia  Emrick,  State  Historical 

Preservation  Office 
William  SI ai chert,  private  citizen 


William  M.  Benight,  Concerned 

Citizens  for  the  Upper  Platte 

River 
David  A.  Curtis,  Douglas  County 

Commissioner 
Mack  D.  Dahman,  private  citizen 
William  Green,  Denver  Regional 

Council  of  Governments 
Alexander  Kudalis,  private  citizen 
Paul  S.  Sternick,  Executive  Secretary, 

Denver  Metro  Association  of 

Plumbing,  Heating,  and  Cooling 

Contractors 
Ruth  Steel,  private  citizen 
Joane  Patterson,  Jefferson  County 

Commissioner 
Kay  Collins,  Denver  Audubon  Society 


Kim  Wickholm,  Sierra  Club 

Edward  P.  Connors,  private  citizen 

Thomas  Hornsby  Ferrill,  Editor, 

Littleton  Independent 
Earl  Perry,  Colorado  Whitewater 

Association 
Deane  Hall,  American  Canoe  Assn. 
Randy  Waesche,  private  citizen 
James  Sato,  Water  Resources  Engineer 
D.  A.  Rainey,  Colorado  Historical 

Society 
Hans  W.  von  Barby,  Rocky  Mountain 

Bighorn  Sheep  Society 
J.  Robert  Doyle,  Environmental 

Protection  Agency 
Merle  Jornod,  private  citizen 


Comments  were  received  by  letter  from  the  following: 


Mrs.  James  Lane,  private  citizen 
The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 

Omaha 
Richard  Kithil,  private  citizen 
The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 

Preservation 
U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service 
Colorado  State  Historical  Society 
Patti  Penland,  private  citizen 
Sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
Margaret  Wright,  private  citizen 
Richard  Kuehster,  private  citizen 
Eight  citizens  of  the  Denver  Area 
Tim  Crislor,  private  citizen 
Roger  Brown,  private  citizen 
Twin  Cedar  Lodge 

Metro  Denver  Water  Study  Commission 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
James  Holland,  private  citizen 
Greeley  Audubon  Society 
Marilyn  Sherman,  private  citizen 
Martin  Bates,  private  citizen 
Frank  and  Jean  Richardson,  private 

citizens 
Department  of  Health,  Education, 

and  Welfare 
Caroline  Hildt,  private  citizen 
Protect  Our  Mountain  Environment 


Mr.  and  Mrs.  Remple,  private 

citizens 
Douglas  County  Commissioners 
City  of  Aurora 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gil  lings,  private 

citizens 
Carroll  Newberry,  private  citizen 
Colorado  Environmental  Health  Assn. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Swayback  Ranche 
Denver  Regional  Council  of 

Governments 
League  of  Women  Voters 
Barbara  Barto,  private  citizen 
James  Ogilvie,  Denver  Water  Board 
Jack  Parsons,  Denver  Water  Board 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 
Martin  Fowler,  private  citizen 
Greeley  Commission  on  the 

Environment 
Mills  Bunger,  private  citizen 
Pikes  Peak  Fly  Fishers 
Kim  Wickholm,  Sierra  Club 
John  Hart,  private  citizen 
Merle  Jornod,  private  citizen 
Enos  Mills  Branch  of  the  Sierra  Club 
Environmental  Defense  Fund 
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Mr.  and  Mrs.  Carl  Santi ,  private 

citizens 
William  Hamilton,  private  citizen 
Colorado  Land  Use  Commissions 
June  Wilmore,  private  citizen 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
Colorado  Department  of  Wildlife 
U.S.  Forest  Service 
Colorado  River  Water  Conservation 

District 
Trout  Unlimited 
Denver  Audubon  Society 


Mary  Cox,  private  citizen 
Public  Service  Company 
Car-mell  o  Condi  no,  private  citizen 
Missouri  River  Basin  Commission 
Jefferson  County  Planning  Office 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
Colorado  Geological  Survey 
Colorado  Department  of  Highways 
Colorado  Department  of  Health 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
Douglas  Planning  Office 
Kathleen  A.  Judson,  private  citizen 


the 


consensus  SS  Z  nr%S  raised  in  these  lett^s  and  comments,   such  as 
nlclT^tl        LES/aS  ^adequate  in  scope,  did  not  deal  with  the 
necessity  of  planning  for  new  raw  water  sources  to  operate  the  proposed 
Foothills  Project,  did  not  sufficiently  assess  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
treatment  plant  on  the  Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  in  Waterton  CanvSn 

FontMnV'  er,S:     ThS  °E?  addreSsed  a11   of  these  concerns!  bot    f  7t  e 
Foothills  plant's   initial   125  mgd  capacity  and  its  proposed  500  mgd 
maximum  capacity  and  the  resultant  impacts. 
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COORDINATION  IN  THE  REVIEW  OF  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 


Comments  on  the  DES  were  requested  from  the  following  federal 
agencies,  state  clearinghouses,  and  interest  groups.  Those  who  provided 
comments  are  indicated  by  an  asterisk. 

*Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Department  of  Agriculture 
*Forest  Service 
*Soil  Conservation 

Department  of  Commerce 

Department  of  Defense 
*Corps  of  Engineers 

*Environmental  Protection  Agency 

*Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (formerly  the  Federal  Power  Commission) 

*Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 

*Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Department  of  the  Interior 

*U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
*U.S.  Geological  Survey 
*Bureau  of  Mines 
^National  Park  Service 
*Bureau  of  Reclamation 
*Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

River  Basin  Commission 
Arkansas  River 
*Upper  Colorado  River 
Missouri  River 

Department  of  Transportation 

Water  Resources  Council 


*Response  provided 
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State  Clearinghouses 
State  of  Arizona 
State  of  California 
State  of  Colorado 
State  of  Utah 

Under  the  Colorado  Clearinghouse  system,  comments  were  requested  from 

*State  Historical  Society  of  Colorado 

*Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

♦Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources 

♦Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation 

*Colorado  Land  Use  Commission 

♦Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

♦Colorado  Department  of  Health 

♦Water  Quality  Division 

♦Air  Pollution  Control  Division 
♦Colorado  Division  of  Planning 

II^JmITJE  W6re  ^uested.from  members  of  the  team  advisory  groups 
listed  in  the  preceding  section  of  this  chapter  and  additional  soecial 
interest  groups  such  as  the  historical  societies  of  JeffersSn  County 
Douglas  County,  and  Park  County,  the  Colorado  Open  Space  Sell  the 

J^^Jelout^ra^'th^^rr^rc?^^^  *""'  th'  ?tffl^« 

this  &ir^ni8?  jssls  a^Tj}ss,rilbar- of 

inspection  at  the  locations  listed  below:  P 

Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

Washington  Office  of  Public  Affairs 

18th  and  C  Streets 

Washington,  D.C.  20240  Phone:  (202)  343-4151 

Colorado  State  Public  Affairs  Office 

Room  700,  Colorado  State  Bank  Buildinq 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  80202  Phone:  (303)  837-4481 

Canon  City  District  Office 

3080  East  Main  Street 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212  Phone:  (303)  275-7494 

Northeast  Resource  Area  Office 

1010  10th  Street 

Golden,  Colorado  80401  Phone:  (303)  234-4988 
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Public  Libraries: 

Denver  Public  Library 

1357  Broadway,  Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Adams  County  Library  System 

10530  Huron,  Northglenn,  Colorado  80234 

Arapahoe  County  Library  System 

5840  S.  University  Boulevard,  Littleton,  Colorado  801^ 

Colorado  State  Library 

1362  Lincoln,  Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Douglas  County  Library  System 

303  Gilbert,  Castle  Rock,  Colorado  80104 

Jefferson  County  Library  System 

10200  West  20th  Avenue,  Lakewood,  Colorado  UQdW 

Bailey  Library 

Bailey,  Colorado  ■  80421 

Aurora  Library 

1297  Peoria,  Aurora,  Colorado  80011 

Boulder  Library 

1000  Canyon  Boulevard,  Boulder,  Colorado  80302 

Broomfield  Library 

Garden  Office  Center,  Broomfield,  Colorado  80U^U 

Englewood  Library 

3400  South  Elati,  Englewood,  Colorado  801 10 

Littleton  Library 

6014  South  Datura,  Littleton,  Colorado  80120 

Thornton  Library 

2211   Eppinger  Boulevard,  Thornton,  Colorado     80<f<i9 

Westminster  Library 

3031  W.  76th  Avenue,  Westminster,  Colorado  BUU^U 

County  Office  Buildings: 

Adams  County 

450  South  4th  Avenue,  Brighton,  Colorado  80601 
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Arapahoe  County 

2069  West  Littleton  Boulevard,  Littleton,  Colorado  80120 

Boulder  County 

P.  0.  Box  471,  Boulder,  Colorado  80302 

Clear  Creek  County 

P.  0.  Box  547,  Georgetown,  Colorado  80444 

Denver  County 

Room  451,  City  and  County  Building,  Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Douglas  County 

300  Wilcox,  Castle  Rock,  Colorado  80104 

Eagle  County 

55  Broadway,  Eagle,  Colorado  81631 

Gilpin  County 

P.  0.  Box  366,  Central  City,  Colorado  80427 

Jefferson  County 

1700  Arapahoe,  Golden,  Colorado  80149 

Park  County 

P.  0.  Box  128,  Fair pi  ay,  Colorado  80440 

Summit  County 

P.  0.  Box  1538,  Breckenridge,  Colorado  80424 

Teller  County 

P.  0.  Box  248,  Cripple  Creek,  Colorado  80813 
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PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Public  Comments  Period 

The  public  comments  period  was  scheduled  to  provide  the  public  the 
opportunity  to  review  and  then  offer  comment  on  the  effects  of  the  pro- 
posed action  and  its  alternatives. 

The  DES  was  issued  on  August  11,  1977.  The  notice  of  availability 
was  published  in  the  August  12,  1977,  issue  of  the  Federal  Register.  The 
notice  also  announced  a  45-day  public  review  period  ending  September 
26  1977,  and  included  a  schedule  of  formal  public  hearings  on  the  DES 
to'be  held  in  Denver,  Colorado.  After  publication  of  the  notice  of 
availability,  copies  of  the  DES  were  mailed  to  federal,  state,  and  local 
government  agencies  and  nongovernment  organizations  such  as  conservation 
groups  for  their  review  and  comments. 

In  addition  to  the  Federal  Register  notice,  a  national  news  release 
was  made  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
August  11,  1977.  A  similar  news  release  was  made  on  that  same  day  from 
the  Colorado  State  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  to  the  following 
within  the  State  of  Colorado: 

1   Media:  newspapers,  154;  radio,  59;  TV,  10;  newsletters,  11; 
magazines,  7;  freelance  writers,  4;  news  service  (wires),  3. 

2.  Groups:  environmentalists,  18;  law,  3;  industrialists,  12; 
colleges,  5;  recreationists,  4:  libraries,  2;  users,  4. 

3.  Agencies:  county,  3;  state,  4;  federal,  22. 

4.  Other:  representatives,  5;  senators,  2;  interested  citizens,  35. 


Public  Hearings 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  conducted  three  days  of  formal 
public  hearings  on  the  adequacy  of  the  Foothills  DES  on  September  14 
through  16,  1977.  An  administrative  law  judge  presided  over  the  hearings 
which  were  recorded  verbatim  by  professional  court  reporters.  Copies  of 
the  full  hearings'  transcripts  were  made  available  for  public  review  in 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management  Offices  in  Denver  and  Canon  City,  Colorado 
The  hearings  panel  consisted  of  the  following: 

Robert  W.  Mesch,  Administrative  Law  Judge,  Office  of  Hearings 
and  Appeals,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Stewart  A.  Wheeler,  District  Manager,  Canon  City  District, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Canon  City,  Colorado 

Robert  N.  Ridings,  Supervisor,  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National 
Forests,  USDA  Forest  Service,  Pueblo,  Colorado 

Robert  K.  Lanky,  Regional  Planning  Officer,  Lower  Missouri 
Region,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Denver,  Colorado 

Colonel  Elbert  D.H.  Berry,  Rocky  Mountain  Area  Engineer, 
Omaha  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado, 

Delmar  A.  Broers,  Chief,  Regulatory  Functions,  Omaha  Distrist, 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Omaha,  Nebraska. 

The  hearings  were  conducted  at  the  Denver  Public  Library,  Wyer 
Auditorium,  Denver,  Colorado.  Sessions  were  scheduled  beginning  at 
9  a.m.,  1  p.m.,  and  7  p.m.  on  September  14  and  15  and  at  9  a.m  and 
1  p.m.  on  September  16.  Of  the  399  people  attending  the  hearings  during 
the  three  days,  132  presented  testimony.  The  hearings  were  widely 
announced  as  indicated  in  the  Public  Comments  Period  section 


Handling  and  Review  Procedures  for  Public  Comments 

During  the  review  process,  over  500  letters  were  received  from 
interested  citizens,  federal  and  state  agencies,  and  private  organizations 
such  as  environmental  groups,  the  Denver  Jaycees,  and  realty  companies 
In  addition,  testimony  was  taken  from  132  individuals  at  the  public 
hearings. 

All  letters  and  the  hearing  transcripts  have  been  sent  with  the 
final  environmental  statement  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  will  also  be  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  State  Director's  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Colorado  State  Bank  Building,  Denver,  Colorado;  BLM  District  Office 
Canon  City,  Colorado;  and  BLM  Office  of  Public  Affairs,  Washington 
D.  C.  ' 
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All  letters  and  testimony  were  reviewed  and  considered.  Substantive 
comments,  those  which  presented  new  data,  questioned  facts  or  analyses, 
or  raised  questions  or  issues  bearing  directly  upon  the  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  its  alternatives  were  responded  to 
separately. 

Each  letter  received  and  each  person  who  testified  at  the  hearing 
was  assigned  an  index  number.  In  the  following  part  of  this  chapter, 
substantive  cormients  received  are  grouped  by  environmental  element 
(e  g  ,  socio-economic,  recreation  resources,  etc.).  The  comment  was 
typed  verbatim  in  most  cases;  these  comments  are  followed  by  the  index 
number  of  the  agency,  organization  or  person  who  made  the  comment. 
Similar  comments  received  from  more  than  one  source  have  several  index 
numbers  identifying  the  source;  these  comments  were  paraphrased  wherever 
possible.  The  response  either  identifies  that  the  text  of  the  ES  was 
changed  or  provides  rationale  for  why  the  comment  did  not  require  a  text 
change.  Those  comments  solely  editorial  in  nature  were  incorporated 
within  the  text  of  the  final  ES  but  were  not  repeated  or  responded  to  in 
this  chapter. 

All  letters  received  from  federal,  state  and  local  agencies, 
organizations  representing  groups  of  people,  recognized  experts  and  the 
applicant  are  printed  in  Appendix  5.  Letters  that  did  not  address  the 
adequacy  of  the  DES  were  received  from  various  individuals.  These  were 
from  both  opponents  and  proponents  in  the  form  of  votes— either  for  or 
against  the  proposed  project.  Examples  of  these  letters  are  printed  in 
Appendix  5  following  the  letters  bearing  index  numbers. 


9-1  4 


Letters  Received  With  Substantive  Comments 

Index  numbers  are  listed  for  only  those  respondents  who  submitted 
substative  comments.  Letters  that  did  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the 
DES  were  assigned  an  index  number  but  are  not  listed  below. 

Index 

Number       Agency,  Organization  or  Individual 

3  Colorado  Geological  Survey,  Agency 

4  Caleb  F.  Gates,  Jr.,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 
Richard  Kittril,  Morrison,  Colorado,  Citizen 

9  Michael  Hydroupzp,  Lakewood,  Colorado,  Citizen 

13  Bureau  of  Mines,  USDI,  Agency 

15  Henry  &  Needa  Bauer,  Lakewood,  Colorado,  Citizen 

16  Henry  Workman,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

17  Joseph  Zalkind,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

18  City  of  Lakewood,  Colorado,  Agency 

19  A.  Lee  Cesario,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 
21  Linda  Pohle,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

23  Elizabeth  Seymore,  Littleton,  Colorado,  Citizen 

26  Wendell  Keller,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 
Gordon  Lindgren,  Arvada,  Colorado,  Citizen 

28  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  USDI,  Agency 

29  Marvin  Adams,  Wheatridge,  Colorado,  Citizen 

30  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  Organization 

32  James  Strain,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

33  National  Audubon  Society,  Organization 

34  Angela  Medbrey,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

35  Richard  Stafford,  Lakewood,  Colorado,  Citizen 

36  Louis  Bansback  III,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

37  William  Slaichert,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

38  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  Agency 

39  Moras  Shubert,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

40  Jeanell  Jornod,  Lakewood,  Colorado,  Citizen 

41  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare,  Agency 

42  John  R.  Bermingham,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

43  W.  W.  Wheeler  &  Associates,  Englewood,  Colorado,  Citizen 

44  National  Park  Service,  USDI,  Agency 

45  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  Agency 

46  Lucia  B.  Cowperthwaite,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

47  Paul  Kunasz,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

48  John  C.  Ellis,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

49  Department  of  Housing  &  Urban  Development,  Agency 

50  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District,  Agency 
52  Barbara  Chamber! in,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 
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Letters  Received  With  Substantive  Comments  (cont.) 


Index 

Number  Agency,  Organization  or  Individual 

53  Bernie  Jones,  Denver,  Citizen 

54  Town  of  Dillon,  Colorado,  Agency 

55  USDA  Forest  Service,  Agency 

56  Laurie  Walters,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

57  Laura  A.  Johnson,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

58  American  Society  of  Landscape  Architects,  Colorado 

Chapter,  Organization 

59  Denver  Area  Labor  Federation,  AFL-CIO,  Organization 

60  Ray  M.  Wainwright,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

61  Joyce  H.  Tomanek,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

63  J.  E.  Rollins,  Buffalo  Creek,  Colorado,  Citizen 

64  R.  E.  Wiedemann,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

65  Doris  B.  Kaplan,  Englewood,  Colorado,  Citizen 

66  June  Wilmore,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

67  Summit  County  Visitors  Service,  Organization 

68  Chela  V.  Kunasz,  Boulder,  Colorado,  Citizen 

69  State  of  Colorado,  Agency 

70  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Agency 

72  Plan  Metro  Denver,  Colorado,  Organization 

73  Anthony  S.  Trumbly,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

74  Denver  Water  Board,  Agency 

75  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Agency 

76  William  Moses,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

78  Northwest  Colorado  Council  of  Governments,  Frisco,  Agency 

79  Colorado  Environmental  Health  Association,  Agency 

80  Colorado  Open  Space  Council,  Agency 

81  Mary  Lou  Cox,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

82  Terry  Reif,  M.D.,  Denver,  Colorado,  Citizen 

84  Ben  Harding,  Boulder,  Colorado,  Citizen 

85  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Agency 
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Individuals  Testifying  at  the  Hearings 

Index  numbers  are  listed  for  only  those  individuals  who  made 
substantive  comments.  Individuals  who  did  not  address  the  adequacy  of 
the  DES  were  assigned  an  index  number  but  are  not  listed  below 


Index 
Number 

92 

93 

96 

97 

99 
100 

101 
102 
103 
104 
106 
107 
108 
110 
112 

113 
114 
116 
117 
119 
120 

121 

125 
127 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
136 

139 
141 
144 
145 

146 
147 


Speaker 

Barbara  Holme 
Charles  F.  Brannan 
Alan  Canter, 
Director  of  Planning 
Robert  Tonsing 
Jim  Lockhead 
Eric  Leaper 
Director 
John  Bermingham 
Bruce  Heitler 
Mohamed  El-Ashry 
Anne  Vickery 
Lyle  Bush 
Robert  Steenrod 
Dave  Anderson 
Edward  Rylands 
Purnee  McCourt 

Herb  Gundell 
Robert  McWhinnie 
Paul  Mahoney 
Noel  Hobbs  " 
Warren  Cruise 
Lewis  Short 

John  Lebertz 
John  McClay 
Robert  Weaver 
Torn"  Worcester 
Hester  McNulty 
Paul  Rechel 
George  Saum 
Ben  Harding 
Lewis  Percman  of 

PREACT 
Joe  Tempel 
Hank  Hinton 
Joyce  Laman 
William  Benight 

Floyd  Conway 
Charles  Wanner 


Representing 

Colorado  State  Senator 
Denver  Water  Board 


City 
Self 
Self 


of  Denver 


Inc. 
Council 


American  Canoe  Association 

Water  Users  Alliance 

Denver  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Environmental  Defense 

Self 

Adolph  Coors  Company 

Self 

Water  for  Colorado  Committee, 

State  Builders  and  Carpenters 

Land  Use  Workshop  of  the  Colorado 

Open  Space  Council 
Self 
Self 

Colorado  Mountain  Club 
Self 

Colorado  Sand  and  Gravel  Association 
Mr.  Reitler  &  Mayor  Rickey  of 

Lakewood 
Jay  Windell 
Self 

Trout  Unlimited 
League  of  Women  Voters 
League  of  Women  Voters 
Denver  Audobon  Society 
Self 
Self 
Adam  Poe 


Self 
Self 
Self 
Concerned  Citizens  for  the 

South  Platte  River  Area 
Self 
Self 


Upper 
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Individuals  Testifying  At  The  Hearings  (cont.) 


Index 
Number 

148 

151 


152 
155 
156 
162 
163 
164 

165 

167 

168 

169 

170 

171 

173 

177 

181 

183 

188 

189 

190 

191 

192 

195 

198 

199 

202 

203 

204 

207 
208 
209 
212 
213 
214 
217 
218 
220 
221 


Speaker 

Pat  Nagel --Wilderness 

Workshop 
Joyce  Laman— Denver 

Zero  Population 

Growth 
John  Morris 
Harry  McNeill 
Andy  Andrews 
Truman  Young 
Joe  Zbylski 
Pam  Turner 

Kevin  Mar key 
Richard  Rixon 
Irving  Hook 
Edward  Connors 
Roger  Brown 
Charles  Carroll 
William  Slaichert 
John  Barnes 
Ken  Gowdowski 
Elizabeth  Bostrom 
Mayor  William  Thornton 
Mayor  Harold  Meyer 
G.  G.  Peterson 
Mayor  George  Garson 
Rik  Toren 
Bob  Brand 
Ronald  Blatchley 
Sally  Rawney 
F.  W.  Montanari 
A.  L.  Walters 
Ginger  Gheen 

Pauline  Plaza 
Max  Loomis 
Jim  Sanderson 
Jack  McCrosky 
Ed  Lewis 
Raymond  Bridge 
Joseph  Pierce 
William  Cobern 
Don  Thompson 
Lynn  Simonson 


Representing 
Rose  Kapolzyski 
Howard  Felt 


Self 

Self 

American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers 

Self 

Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Society 

Water  Workshop  of  the  Colorado 

Open  Space  Council 
Friends  of  the  Earth 
Summit  County  Board  of  Commissioners 
Self 
Self 

Colorado  Rivers  Council 
City  of  Aurora 
Self 
Self 
Self 

DWB  Employee 
Bow  Mar 
Littleton 
Greenwood  Village 
Glendale 

Water  Task  Force  Committee 
Consolidated  Ditches 
Water  User's  Alliance 
Wilderness  Society 
Self 

Colorado  Contractors'  Association 
University  of  Colorado  Wilderness 

Study  Group 
Self 

Thornton  Water  Board 
Self 

State  Representative 
Self 
Self 
Self 

City  of  Aurora 
Sierra  Club 

Rocky  Mountain  Council  of  the 
Federation  of  Fly  Fisherman 
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Comments  and  Responses 

Comments  and  responses  which  follow  appear  in  the  order  shown 
below.  Please  refer  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  front  of  this 
volume  for  page  numbers. 

Socio-Economic  Conditions 

Water  Resources 

Aquatic  Resources 

Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography 

So  i  I  s 

Terrestrial  Resources 

Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Noise 

Visual  Resources 

Cultural  Resources 

Recreation  Resources 

Land  Use 

Al ternati ves 

Alternatives  to  the  Project 
Alternate  New  Sources  of  Raw  Water 

General 


Socio-Economic  Conditions 

1.  Comment.  A  large  number  of  respondents  challenged  the  asumption 
that  the  human  population  will  continue  to  grow  with  or  without  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  Foothills  Project.  Moreover,  these 
respondents  felt  that  this  assumption  was  not  adequately  critiqued  or 
analyzed. 

Commenters  49,  50,  53,  69,  70,  74,  92,  104,  132,  144,  151,  and 
199 

Response.  An  expanded  discussion  of  the  population  growth 
assumption  was  included  in  the  final  ES.  See  Assumption  7, 
Assumptions  and  Analysis  Guidelines,  in  Chapter  3. 

Population  projections  from  six  agencies  (see  numbered 
paragraph  2  in  the  Introduction  to  the  Future  Without  the  Project, 
Chapter  2)  were  considered.   In  all,  twe-l  ve  projections  were  studied. 
Relying  on  the  best  professional  judgement  of  the  agency  demographers, 
the  socio-economic  subwork  group  moved  to  accept  the  DRCOG  projection 
as  the  one  most  likely  to  occur.  The  use  of  one  projection  is 
defensible  in  that  the  best  professional  judgment  of  the  demographer 
was  used  to  make  the  choice,  the  DRCOG  projection  was  the 
middle-of-the-road  projection,  and  the  randomization  of  projections 
would  not  alter  the  analysis  greatly  due  to  the  minor  impact.  This  is 
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especially  true  in  the  socio-econonomic  sense  that  the  proposed 
project  will  have  on  the  Denver  area  whether  the  population  remains 
stab  I e  or  grows  to  3  m i I  I i  on  peop I e . 

2.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fol lowing  comment:  "Your  statement  is  further  deficient  in  that  you 
do  not  consider  the  impact  of  projected  growth  on  the  social 
environment.  We  feel  elements  such  as  educational  facilities  and 
health  services  should  be  assessed  for  their  capability  to  handle 
anticipated  growth." 

Commenters  17,  37,  49,  69,  70,  79,  104,  112,  and  207 

Response.  Since  the  population  wi I  I  grow  with  or  without  the 
project  (see  the  expanded  discussion  of  Assumption  7,  Chapter  3,  in 
the  final  environmental  statement),  there  will  be  no  impacts  on 
educational  facilities  and  health  services  due  to  the  proposed 
project. 

3.   Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fol lowing  comment:  "Second,  there  is  an  arbitrary  delineation  of  the 
impact  area  in  that  the  EIS  confines  its  investigation  largely  to  the 
geographic  area  immediately  around  the  project  site.  While  one  cannot 
state  with  certainty  what  the  impacts  of  the  Foothills  Project  would 
be  on  metropolitan  Denver's  population,  there  is  at  very  least  the 
obligation  to  investigate  that  instead  of  arbitrarily  assuming  that 
there  will  be  no  population  impact.  The  EIS  accepts  and  adopts  the 
population  projections  formulated  by  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of 
Governments.  However,  those  very  projections  assume,  among  other 
conditions,  the  presence  of  the  infrastructure  necessary  to  sustain 
the  level  of  population  growth  projected.   So,  the  EIS  is  in  the 
self -contradictory  position  of  utilizing  population  projections  which 
assume  infrastructure-construction  to  argue  that 
infrastructure-construction  will  not  impact  population!" 

Commenters  53  and  69 

Response.  The  assumption  that  there  would  be  no  population 
impact  was  based  on  evidence  from  past  experience  (see  the  expanded 
discussion  of  Assumption  7  in  Chapter  3).  The  statement  on 
infrastructure  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  environmental 
statement. 

4.   Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fol lowing  comment:  "The  Draft  does  not,  however,  discuss  the  problems 
of  air  quality  in  the  metropolitan  area  with  the  proposed  action  -- 
problems  which  will  be  compounded  by  growth  brought  on  by_an  increase 
in  water  supply.  This  is  a  very 


ser  ious  om i ss ion  in 


the  Draft  ES." 


Commenters   69   and    104 
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Response.  Settlement  patterns  are  discussed  in  the  FES. 
Chapter  2,  Future  Without  the  Project,  and  in  Chapter  8,  No  Action 
ni TernaT i ve . 

5.  Comment.  "These  percentages  are  stated  in  the  E IS;  the  growth 
rate  from  1900  to  1970  was  2.8$  per  year,  a  low  growth  rate,  the 
growth  rate  from  I960  to  1970  was  32$.   And  the  growth  rate  from  1970 
r°  ]Vlnyrom   DRC°G's  Regional  Growth  and  Development  Plan  (RG&DP) 
Lwasj  21%.      Yet  the  EIS  used  the  ten  years  of  1964  -  1973  throughout 

JJ^V:   ?  taVlV      ThiS  +en-Vear  Per'°d  includes  all  the  rapid 

growth  of  the  late  60's  and  early  70's,  and  clearly  avoids  the 

slowdown  of  the  mid  70's.   This  is  misleading  and  needless  to  say, 
unrepresentative  of  the  future." 

Commenter  144 

Response.   See  the  expanded  discussion  of  Assumption  7, 
Chapter  3,  in  the  final  environmental  statement. 

6.  Comment,  "it  is  noteworthy  that  this  population  projection  is  the 
only  thoroughly  developed  and  officially  sanctioned  population  plan  in 
Tnis  area.   It  is  significant,  but  not  mentioned  in  the  Draft 

JffTnl  fV";  iS,-hS  faC+  +h9t  the  USe  °f  +ha+  Paction  is,  as  a 
matter  of  Federal  policy,  a  condition  precedent  to  approval  of 

^po!rtafnnAr::Vr  ""**<   U+"i+y  ^  pr<*rams  ,n  ^  »^er 
Commenter  188 

Response.  The  proposed  project  will  not  be  federally  financed, 
bee  the  expanded  discussion  of  Assumption  7,  Chaoter  3,  in  the  final 
environmental  statement. 

7.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Another  statement  that  avoids  the  issue  of 
population  growth   (page  1-17)  is  the  first  footnote  in  Table  1-4 
which  is  a  Summary  of  DRC0G  Revised  Population,  Treated  and  Total 
Water  Demands,  Denver  Water  Department  Service  Area.  The  footnote 
reads:  The  socio-economic  subgroup  based  its  projections  on  three 
assumptions:  due  to  favorable  perceptions  and  motivations  the  general 
public  has  regarding  the  Denver  area,  past  growth  patterns  will 
continue:  the  area's  job  opportunity  situation,  favorable  compared  to 
the  rest  of  the  nation's  will  continue;  and  the  infrastructure 
necessary  to  sustain,  or  enhance,  the  area's  present  lifestyle  will 
continue." 

Commenter  144 
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Response.  The  third  assumption  in  footnote  1,  Table  1-4, 
concerning  infrastructure  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  ES.  The 
assumption  on  adequate  infrastructure  was  in  error;  the  population 
projection  shown  was  not  based  on  this  assumption.  See  the  expanded 
discussion  of  Assumption  7  in  Chapter  3. 

8.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 

fo I  lowing  comment:  "Why  aren't  there  two  sets  of  projections  from 
DRCOG  —  one  for  the  population  that  can  be  supported  with  the 
Foothills  Project  and  one  for  the  population  that  can  be  supported 
with  alternate  plans.  Table  8-1  that's  titled  Comparison  of  Impacts 
of  the  Proposal  and  Major  Alternatives  does  not  even  include 
popu I  at  ion . " 

Commenters  144  and  151  ' 

Response.  Two  sets  of  projections  were  not  calculated  for  the 
alternatives  since  an  alternative  cannot  be  stated  unless  there  is  a 
valid  assumption  that  it  can  support  the  same  population.  Therefore, 
in  this  case,  another  projection  was  not  necessary.  For  the 
assumption  underlying  the  population  projections,  see  Assumption  7, 
Chapter  3,  in  the  final  environmental  statement. 

9.  Comment .  Many  submitted  comments  questioning  the  validity  of  the 
assumptions  made  in  the  Community  Attitudes  section,  Chapter  2.  They 
felt  that  this  section  was  weak  and  lacked  knowledge  of  the  elections 
and  surveys. 

Commenters  11,  16,  29,  64,  65,  68,  74,  76,  96,  97,  129,  156,  192, 
and  208 

Response.  The  Community  Attitudes  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the 
FES  has  been  expanded  to  include  additional  groups  that  are  for  or 
against  the  proposed  project. 

10.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 

fol lowing  comment:  "We  are  unable  to  ascertain  the  relevance  of  the 
Car  ley  Survey  described  on  Page  2-10  and  2-12  to  the  proposed 
project." 

Commenters  49  and  74 

Response.  The  survey  is  related  to  the  public  visibility  of  the 
project  and  to  the  public's  attitudes  toward  conservation.  The  only 
survey  available  at  the  time  of  writing  related  to  the  attitudes  of 
the  public  toward  the  supply  of  water.  A  more  recent  survey  by  the 
4-C  Company  (1977),  partially  relevant  to  the  project,  is  discussed  in 
the  Socio-Economic  section  of  Chapter  2  of  the  final  environmental 
statement. 
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11.  Comment.   "Page  5-1   'An  unavoidable  adverse  socio-economic 
impact  of  the  project  would  result  from  the  lay-off  of  460 
construction  workers  hired  during  the  three-year  construction  period 
of  the  first  increment.' 

"What  about  the  favorable  impact  of  hiring  these  workers  for 
three  years  in  the  first  place?" 

Commenter  65 

Response.   Favorable  impacts  of  hiring  construction  workers  is 
discussed  in  the  Socio-Economic  section  of  Chapter  3. 

12.  Comment.   "It  is  my  understanding  that  one  of  the  primary 
purposes  of  the  DES  is  to  consider  not  only  direct  impacts,  but 
secondary  impacts  as  well,  on  the  socio-economic  conditions  and 
without  Foothills  —  with  and  without  Foothills.   As  I  have  shown,  the 
DES  fails  to  deal  sufficiently  with  secondary  impacts  on  small  firms 
and  businesses  —  like  my  own." 

Commenter  141 

Response.   For  the  most  part,  only  primary  socio-economic  impacts 
were  noted.   The  secondary  impacts  were  considered  to  be  too  small  to 
have  a  noticeable  effect  on  the  social  and  economic  systems  of  the 
Denver  area.   Even  the  primary  impacts  will  not  be  great.   For 
example,  the  impact  of  the  first  phase  of  the  proposed  project  on  the 
Denver-Boulder  Labor  Market  Area  (DBLMA)  will  be  to  add  an  average  of 
317  jobs  to  the  DBLMA  for  three  years.   This  would  hardly  be 
noticeable  in  a  labor  market  (DBLMA)  of  725,000  jobs,  an  increase  of 
0.044  percent  (317  divided  by  725,000  =  0.00044).   The  second  through 
fourth  phases  of  the  project  would  add  an  average  of  160  jobs  for 
6  years,  an  increase  of  0.022  percent  (160  divided  by  725,000  = 
0.00022).   Increases  of  such  low  magnitude  are  not  likely  to  have  a 
noticeable  multiplier  effect  on  the  service  industry  labor  market  or 
the  infrastructure  job  market. 

A  small  business  might  receive  a  noticeable  impact  if  it  should 
receive  a  subcontract  to  work  on  the  proposed  project.  Otherwise 
small  businesses  will  not  receive  significant  socio-economie  impacts. 

13.  Comment.   Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "In  Chapter  2  of  the  socio-economic  implications 
of  the  future  environment  without  the  proposed  Project  are  not 
adequately  discussed.  The  cost  and  continued  use  of  electrical  energy 
for  pumping  that  would  be  eliminated  with  Foothills  should  be 
addressed.  The  resulting  change  in  lifestyle  and  potential  loss  of 
horticultural  investment  need  to  be  evaluated." 

Commenters  27,  69,  81,  99,  165,  171,  and  212 
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Response.  DO  I  regulations  preclude  cost-benefit  analyses  in 
environmental  statements.  The  horticulture  loss  is  discussed  in  the 
Conservation  Alternative,  Chapter  8. 

14.  Comment .  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  Draft  Statement  talks  about  placing  a  value 
on  lawns  at  about  $2,000  for  the  average  home.   It  seems  to  me  that 
that  is  extremely  low." 

Commenters  49,  74,  and  114 

Response.  The  estimate  of  an  investment  of  $2,000  per  residence 
is  conservative  as  stated  in  the  No  Action  alternative  in  Chapter  8 
due  to  the  fact  that  an  attempt  was  made  to  take  into  account  smaller 
plots  in  Denver  County  and  multiple  dwellings  throughout  the  entire 
six-county  area  as  well  as  parks,  golf  courses,  and  highway  medians 
which  have  independent  water  sources. 

15.  Comment.  "On  page  8-12  you  seem  to  imply  that  any  conservation 
measures  would  result  in  the  loss  of  all  horticultural  investment  in 
Denver.  Please  make  it  clear  that  this  is  not  so.  The  only  type  of 
disaster  which  would  destroy  a  large  portion  of  the  plantings  in 
Denver  is  a  prolonged  water  supply  shortage.   I  would  like  you  to 
quantify  your  predictions  of  horticultural  losses  as  a  function  of  the 
treated  water  deficit  (quantity  and  duration)." 

Commenter  84 

Response.  The  rewritten  and  expanded  Future  Environment  Without 
the  Project  (Chapter  2)  and  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Water 
Conservation  Alternative  (both  in  Chapter  8)  of  this  FES  show  that  the 
possible  horticultural  loss  is  related  to  a  lack  of  treated  and  raw 
water  avai I abi I  ity. 

As  noted  in  the  rewritten,  expanded  version  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative  in  Chapter  8,  the  possible  horticultural  loss  to  private 
residences — if  the  loss  was  total — was  estimated  conservatively  at 
$1,127,674,000.  The  effect  on  horticulture  would  begin  to  occur  in 
1980  with  treatment  shortage  and  in  1990  or  about  two  years  sooner 
without  the  project  and  without  additional  raw  water  supplies. 
Average  annual  flows  would  not  increase  after  1990  with,  or  without, 
the  project  (Chapter  2,  Future  Environment  Without  the  Project). 

16.  Comment .  "If  it  has  any  deficiencies  in  its  present  form,  it 

does  not  emphasize  strongly  enough  the  adverse  effects  on  Denver  area 

economy  of  the  'no  action'  alternative,  or  of  the  'Chatfield' 
alternative." 

Commenter  60 
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Response.  The  adverse  economic  effect  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative  would  be  that  a  total  of  $265,084,000  would  not  be  spent 
over  a  10-year  period  for  construction  of  the  project  at  the  500  mgd 
capacity  increment;  approximately  $26,508,400  would  not  be  realized  bv 
the  community  as  annual  income  over  the  10-year  period.  This  would 
have  a  .38  percent  annual  economic  impact  on  Denver's  $7  billion 
economy,  which  is  considered  very  minimal. 

Also  an  average  of  317  jobs  for  40  months  would  not  be  created 
for  the  construction  of  the  first  increment,  and  an  average  of 
160  jobs  for  72  months  would  not  be  manifested  for  the  construction  of 
the  last  three  increments  of  the  proposed  project.  The  impact  would 
be  the  continuance  of  unemployment. 

The  adverse  impact  of  the  Chatfield  Alternative's  higher  cost  is 
noted  in  the  discussion  of  it  in  Chapter  8. 


17.  Comment.  "The  thi 
attempt  made  to  assess 
other  than  an  assessmen 
affected.  This  is  by  f 
impact  statement.  The 
impacts  will  only  occur 
even  though  there  is  no 
impacts  might  be.  The 
negative  social  impacts 
even  fai Is  to  classify 

Commenter  69 


rd  paragraph  on  page  3-8  appears  to  be  the  only 
the  social  impacts  of  the  proposed  project 
t  of  potential  accidents  and  recreation 
ar  the  weakest  section  of  the  environmental 
author  appears  to  assume  that  negative  social 
to  persons  who  are  opposed  to  the  project, 
suggestion  as  to  what  the  negative  social 
statement  not  only  fails  to  quantify  the 

(an  admittedly  difficult  proposition),  but  it 
the  impacts." 


Response.  This  paragraph  of  Chapter  3  has  been  deleted  from  this 
FES  because  it  could  not  be  supported  without  the  empirical  study 
mentioned  in  the  paragraph. 

18.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Page  3-8.  RE:  third  paragraph.  This  paragraph 
is  unrelated  to  the  section.   It  represents  the  lack  of  significant 
assessment  of  secondary  impacts.  The  section  on  income  also  does  not 
include  the  additional  income  of  the  DWB  and  its  employees  resulting 
from  increased  water  sales." 

Commenters  69  and  121 

Response.  Chapter  3,  under  the  headings  "Employment  and 
Manpower"  and  "Income"  discusses  the  additional  income  to  DWB 
employees.  Additional  income  to  the  DWB  cannot  be  calculated 
accurately  because  the  cost  of,  and  quantity  of,  new  taps  are  not 
known  at  this  time. 
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19.  Comment.  "In  reference  to  specific  statistics,  DRCOG  predicts 
the  Denver  region  to  have  a  population  of  2,350,000  by  the  year  2000. 
Repeated  mention  of  that  figure  in  the  EIS  is  extremely  misleading. 

"Foothills  is  concerned  with  the  Denver  Water  Board's  service  area 
which  is  some  60$  of  that  figure." 

Commenter  151 

Response.  The  six-county  area  statistics  were  used  because  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  would  extend  beyond  the  DWB  service; 
for  example,  the  work  force  on  the  project  would  probably  extend  into 
other  counties  as  wel I . 

20.  Comment .  "On  Page  1-21,  the  statement  fails  to  show  in  writing 
the  duration  for  which  460  persons  working  three  eight-hour  shifts, 
seven  days  a  week  will  be  employed  to  construct  the  125  MGD  plant. 
Such  information  is  given  in  the  next  paragraph  for  the  500  MGD 
plant." 

Commenter  156 

Response.  The  text  in  Chapter  1  of  the  FES  has  been  revised  in 
response  to  this  comment. 

21.  Comment .  "This  impact  statement  does  not  give  sufficient  weight 
to  the  overal I  impact  on  the  state,  or  the  other  impacted  states. 
Neither  does  it  deal  adequately  with  the  impact  of  the  service  area's 
water  stimulated  growth  in  population,  and  resulting  population^ 
density  created  pollution,  traffic  congestion,  costs  of  population 
created  escalating  taxation,  and  general  deterioration  in  the  area 
qual  ity  of  I iving." 

Commenter  7 

Response.  The  project  will  have  a  minor  social  and  economic 
impact  on  the  Denver  area  and  even  less  on  the  state  as  a  whole  and 
other  states.  The  economic  impact  of  the  project  would  be  the 
expenditure  of  $26,508,400  annually  for  a  ten-year  period  and  an 
increase  of  0.36  percent  in  the  total  $7  billion  plus  personal  income 
in  the  Denver  area.  See  the  Socio-Economic  section  in  Chapter  3  of 
this  FES. 

Essentially  there  will  be  no  impact  on  the  surface  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  watershed  at  the  125  mgd  level.  Expansion  to  500  mgd 
level  would  require  development  of  additional  raw  water  supplies. 
When  full  use  of  the  annual  reliable  raw  water  supply  is  reached,  the 
reduction  would  average  an  estimated  83,300  acre-feet  per  year  (see 
Chapter  8,  No  Action  Alternative  of  this  FES).  This  would  remove 
11,300  tons  of  dissolved  solids  from  the  basin  and  increase  the 
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tlllVu    ^/?en+Ha+i0r;  °f  C°!orado  River  w^er  at  Cameo,  Colorado,  by 
about  11  mg/l  and  at  Imperial  Dam,  Arizona,  by  about  7  mg/l. 

There  will  be  no  water  stimulated  growth.  Please  see  the 
rewritten  and  expanded  Assumption  7  in  Chapter  3. 

22.  Comment.  "The  Draft  Environmental  Statement  does  not  go  into 
sufficient  detail  in  discussing  the  ramifications  of  not  properly 

n  i^hllh   +k  iS  ^°r+h  WhiGh  WHI  OCCur  +°  a  lar3e  ex+ent  regardless 
of  whether  the  Foothills  plant  is  constructed." 

Commenter  36 

Response.  The  National  Environmental  Protection  Act  requires 
environmental  statements  for  major  federal  actions  and  does  not 
require  describing  impacts  not  related  to  the  project. 

23.  Comment.  "First,  there  is  no  adequate  description  of  the 
relevant  socio-economic  conditions,  and  hence  no  adequate  projections 
of  possible^  impacts  upon  them.  An  adequate  socio-economic  description 
of  a  community  would  have  to  include  descriptions  of  its  institutions 
(government  education,  religion,  economy,  recreation,  and  social 
th^iC!  •  +5  u?der|yin9  cultural  beliefs,  values,  and  norms,  and  how 
these  social  features  are  related  to  the  physical  form  of  the 
community.  Essentially  an  adequate  socio-economic  description  tells 
what  human  life  is  like  just  as  an  adequate  physical  environment 
description  tells  what  animal  and  botanical  life  are  like.  The  EIS 
contains  far  better  descriptions  of  the  flora  and  fauna  and  the 
amphibians  and  Bighorn  sheep  than  of  human  life!" 

Commenter  53 

Response.  Environmental  statement  procedures  require  that  only 
those  environmental  elements  which  will  be  impacted  be  discussed  in 

X    ?:  •    S  xS  pr°Jec+  wiM  no+  generate  population  greater 
than  would  in-migrate  without  the  project  (Chapter  3,  Assumption  7) 

(Chapter°3K°n0miC  'mPaCtS  °f  ^  Pr°JeC+  Bre  °f  9  '°W  ma3n'+ude 

24.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fol  lowing  comment:  "Page  5^  Paragraph  3:  The  first  sentence  should 
be  revised  and  expanded  in  accordance  with  oral  testimony  at  the 
publ  ic  hearing  which  correctly  pointed  out  that  the  nature  of 
construction  work  is  that  once  a  particular  project  is  completed  or  a 
particular  worker's  segment  of  a  project  is  completed  thatworker 

Dr'oiect   ThPrIJo^°nSIrUC+i0!:  W°rker  hiMng  process  moves  +°  mother 
project.  Therefore,  it  is  not  correct  to  cite  the  layoff  of  460 
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construction  workers  at  the  end  of  the  project  as  an  unavoidable 
adverse  impact." 

Commenters  74,  168,  and  203 

Response.  No  one  can  surely  predict  that  other  jobs  will  be 
available  when  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  completed. 
If  the  workers  are  hired  on  other  projects,  that  will  be  analyzed  as  a 
positive  impact  of  other  projects.  However,  at  the  peak  employment 
period  there  will  be  460  construction  workers  on  the  proposed  project; 
when  the  project  is  completed,  there  will  be  no  construction  workers 
employed  on  it.  This  is  considered  an  unavoidable  adverse  impact. 

25.  Comment .  "The  discussion  of  time  and  money  invested  in 
horticulture  has  no  empirical  basis." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  time  and  money  discussion  relative  to  horticulture 
was  based  on  a  discussion  with  Clara  Wieder  of  the  South  Denver 
Evergreen  Nursery  (see  bibliography). 

26.  Comment .  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 

fo I  lowing  comment:  "I  make  these  comparisons  to  describe  how  poorly 
the  Draft  Statement  describes  the  monumentally  adverse  impact  on  the 
people  who  live  in  this  area  which  would  result  from  the  choice  of  the 
no-action  alternative.  This  deficiency  must  be  corrected  in  the  Final 
Draft  or  the  Federal  decision-makers  are  certain  to  be  misled  in  their 
evaluation  of  the  Foothills  Project." 

Commenters  30  and  188 


Response.  The  No  Action  alternative  has  been  rewritten  and 
expanded  to  better  show  the  adverse  effects  of  the  no  action  are 
Chapter  8  of  the  final  environmental  statement. 
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27.  Comment .  "Several  references  are  made  throughout  the 
environmental  impact  statement  to  an  assumed  deed  to  allow  people  to 
continue  their  current  lifestyle  (e.g.,  page  3-8,  page  3-12,  page 
3-63).  Although  lifestyle  is  not  defined,  it  is  apparent  that  it 
means  allowing  people  to  continue  current  water  consumption  patterns. 
In  other  words,  current  consumption  patterns  have  been  equated  with 
the  most  desirable  lifestyle.   Impacts  on  the  quality  of  life  are  then 
judged  according  to  whether  or  not  current  consumption  patterns  could 
be  maintained.  We  feel  that  the  above  treatment  does  not  amount  to  an 
adequate  assessment  of  the  impact  on  'quality  of  life'." 

Commenter  69 
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Response.  The  principal  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  enable  the 
DWB  to  meet  projected  maximum-day  demands  in  order  that  DWB  customers 
can  irrigate  horticulture  without  restriction  during  the  hot  summer 
months;  since  the  majority  of  residences  have  we  I  I -tended 
horticulture,  it  can  be  assumed  safely  that  it  is  a  key  aspect  of  the 
Denver  area  community  lifestyle.  Alternatives  to  the  project  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  8.  The  secondary  impacts  of  the  project  will  be 
min  imal  . 

28.   Comment.  "Secondly,  we  have  found  the  DEIS  inadequate  in  its 
analysis  of  the  direct  impacts  on  recreational  resources,  the 
socio-economic  impact  upon  South  Platte  communities  and  in  the 
information  regarding  the  expansion  of  the  Denver  Water  Board's 


Commenter  80 

Response.  The  text  throughout  the  FES  has  been  revised  to  better 
show  the  direct  impacts  on  recreational  resources.  Most  of  the 
socio-economic  impacts  will  be  spread  throughout  the  six  county  study 
area  and  not  in  the  South  Platte  communities.   It  is  not  expected  that 
construction  workers  from  the  Denver-Boulder  LMA  would  sell  their 
present  homes  and  take  their  children  out  of  their  present  schools  to 
move  into  South  Platte  communities  for  a  job  lasting  a  maximum  of 
three  and  one-third  years  (see  Figure  1-2).  The  data  on  the  potential 
expansion  of  the  DWB  service  area  in  Chapter  1  of  the  FES  (i.e., 
Map  1-5)  was  provided  by  the  DWB.   It  is  their  estimate  of  the  area  in 
Denver  requiring  water  from  their  system. 


29.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  Report  indicates  that  on  I y  460  jobs  would  be 
created  over  a  three  year  period.   In  the  construction  industry,  where 
the  unemployment  rate  has  fluctuated  between  18  and  25  percent  over 
the  past  several  years,  460  jobs  is  a  tremendous  improvement.  The 
Report  fails  to  mention  the  secondary  jobs  created  when  a  $100  million 
project  takes  place.  The  ratio  of  secondary  jobs  to  construction  jobs 
is  generally  figured  at  a  ratio  of  5  to  1.  We,  therefore,  feel  the 
Report  should  indicate  that  the  number  of  jobs  created  over  a  short 
term  period  would  be  in  the  area  of  2300  jobs." 

Commenters  59  and  74 

Response.   Figure  1-2  indicates  that  for  the  first  125  mgd  of 
capacity,  an  average  of  317  workers  per  month  would  be  hired  for  40 
months.   Figure  1-4  shows  that  the  last  three  increments,  up  to  the 
maximum  capacity  of  500  mgd,  would  require  an  average  of  160  workers 
per  month  for  72  months.  The  overall  average  number  of  workers  per 
month  for  the  entire  project  would  be  216  over  a  112-month  period  with 
the  average,  as  noted  above,  being  lower  for  the  final  three 
increments.   The  maximum  of  460  workers  occurs  in  separate  periods  of 
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four  and  five  months — one  in  the  second  year  and  one  in  the  third. 
Therefore,  the  multiplier  (5  to  1)  noted  in  the  above  comment  should 
apply  to  216  jobs  rather  than  to  460,  or  about  1,080  jobs  in  the 
service  industry  would  result  from  the  proposed  112-month  project.   It 
should  be  noted  that  the  respondent's  multiplier  is  considerably 
higher  than  that  calculated  by  labor  economists,  which  is  about  1  to 
2.7  jobs  in  the  service  industry  resulting  from  one  construction 
industry  job,  depending  upon  the  permanence  of  the  construction  job. 
Text  has  been  changed  in  Chapter  1  of  the  FES. 

30.  Comment.  "Since  this  is  true,  the  severe  restrictions  and  dire 
consequences  referred  to  at  pages  2-93  and  8-6  of  the  EIS,  suggesting 
limitations  to  winter  use  rates,  loss  of  fire  fighting  capabilities, 
and  contamination  problems,  should  be  eliminated  completely  or 
qualified  as  being  applicable  to  shortages  which  are  not  forseeable 
for  far  more  than  twenty-five  years." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  The  ES  does  not  suggest  that  winter  use  rates, 
contamination,  or  loss  of  fire  fighting  capabilities  would  occur  but 
that  these  consequences  could  potentially  occur  if  severe  water 
restrictions  were  encountered  due  to  reduced  treated  water  capability. 
This  reduction  in  treated  water  capability  will  begin  in  the  immediate 
future  without  the  project  and  would  continue  to  increase  through 
time. 

31.  Comment .  "Page  8-11.   Re:  fire  fighting.   No  reason  is  given  in 
the  DES  why  treated,  potable  water  is  required  for  fire  fighting." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   Treated  potable  water  is  not  needed  for  f iref ighting; 
however,  since  the  DW3  does  not  have  a  dual  water  supply  system  (one 
raw  and  one  treatment  system),  treated  water  is  used.  The  dual  system 
is  now  discussed  under  the  Conservation  Alternative  added  in  Chapter  8 
of  this  final  statement. 

32.  Comment.   "As  an  ecologist,  and  somewhat  of  a  horticulturist,  I 
am  more  at  home  in  making  the  following  observations  which  I  consider 
are  inadequacies  (or  errors  in  judgement)  presented  in  the  Draft: 

"1.   The  assumption  that  it  will  take  more  water  per  capita  with  a 

larger  population  is  wrong.  A  greater  proportion  of  people  will 

live  in  congregate  housing,  with  proportionately  less  irrigated 
green  area  per  capita." 

Commenter  39 
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Response.  This  increase  is  based  on  historical  trend  analysis  of 
the  per  capita  use.   It  would  not  be  correct  to  speculate  on  future 
(year  2010)  types  of  housing  and  then  speculate  on  a  per  capita 
reduction  based  on  that  speculation.  See  the  Future  Environment 
Without  the  Project  section  in  Chapter  2  of  the  FES. 

33.  Comment .  "The  DES  is  deficient  in  evaluation  and  committment 
[sic]  regarding  conduits  other  than  No.  27.   It  is  implicit  in  the  DES 
that  additional  distribution  facilities  will  be  needed  in  the  future. 
These  must  be  included  with  the  entire  system.   Information  is  also 
needed  regarding  transport  of  construction  materials  and  equipment  to 
the  dam  and  treatment  plant  sites.   It  appears  that  repetitive  heavy 
loads  may  be  required  to  accomplish  delivery.   If  so  route 
identification  and  extensive  mitigation  measures  (such  as  railroad 
delivery  or  reconstruction  of  insufficient  state  roads)  will  be 
required  to  prevent  significant  impacts." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  According  to  the  DWB,  it  is  impossible  to  identify 
future  locations  of  distribution  facilities  within  the  Denver  metro 
area  specifically  linked  to  this  proposal.   The  transportation  of 
materials  and  personnel  to  the  area  is  discussed  in  the  Land  Use 
section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  final  statement.   No  significant  impacts 
were  determined;  therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  were  discussed. 

34.  Comment .  "The  DES  describes  several  kinds  of  economic  impact 
from  this  project,  but  it  omits  the  economic  impact  of  choosing  an 
unnecessarily  costly  solution  to  its  problems." 

Commenter  1 52 

The  purpose  of  this  statement  was  to  determine  impacts  of  the 

project  on  the  environment.  Costs  are  delineated  where  possible  in 

this  final  statement  to  assist  the  reader  in  his/her  own  analysis  of 
cost/benef  its . 

35.  Comment.  "What  will  the  cost  to  water  users  be  for  the  existing 
treatment  plants  to  be  idle,  or  only  used  occasionally,  while  the 
Foothills  plant  is  in  full  use?  What  is  the  cost  to  residents  of 
building  the  Foothills  Project,  broken  down  into  how  much  per  average 
household,  for  how  many  years?  Could  you  translate  the  total  figure 
of  $234  mi  I  I  ion  into  individual  impact?" 

Commenter  66 

Response.  The  cost  of  the  project,  according  to  DWB,  will  be 
accomplished  in  three  ways:   (1)  through  water  revenues,  (2)  through 
water  development  fees  (i.e.,  tap  fees),  and  (3)  through  cost-sharing 
devices  with  other  institutions.  DWB  sources  indicate  that  water 
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development  fees,  i.e.,  tap  fees,  will  be  the  main  source  of  revenue 
for  paying  off  the  Foothills  bonds.  This  means  that  population  not 
yet  in  the  Denver  area  will  ultimately  pay  the  cost  of  the  project. 
The  individual  costs  then  can  be  calculated  by  dividing  the  cost  of 
the  project  by  the  number  of  new  residents  in  the  DWB  service  area. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  DWB  service  area  will  have  958,400  residents 
by  1980  and  1,693,700  by  2010  (Table  8-2),  a  growth  of  735,300.  This 
divided  into  $264,623,000,  the  cost  of  the  entire  project  (500  mgd), 
equals  $360  per  capita  or  $1,440  per  family  of  four. 

36.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Assumption  No.  3  on  Page  2-93  seems  wholly 
unwarranted.   In  any  case,  this  should  be  a  matter  for  analysis  in  the 
environmental  impact  statement  rather  than  an  unfounded  assumption." 

Commenters  69  and  1 1 0 

Response.   It  was  rewritten  to  say  that  current  water  demands, 
based  on  water  trend  analysis,  will  continue  into  the  future.  See 
Assumptions  subsection  of  the  Future  Environment  Without  the  Project 
in  Chapter  2  of  this  FES  for  the  revised  assumption. 

37.  Comment.  "I  would  like  to  direct  you  [sic]  attention  to 
Chapter  5  and  Pages  5-1.  Under  the  heading,  'Socio-Economic  Impacts,' 
it  is  estimated  that  during  the  three-year  I  i f e  of  the  project,  there 
will  be  43  accidents  related  to  construction,  underground  mining,  and 
motorized  transport. 

"That  assumption  may  have  been  valid  in  the  past,  but  I  must  point 
out  that  under  the  new  0SHA  and  COSH  rules  and  regulations  governing 
on-the-job  safety,  there  has  been  a  dramatic  reduction  in  construction 
accidents.  Because  of  better  rules,  enforcement,  and  the  presence  of 
compliance  officers  in  the  field,  the  accident  rate  should  continue  to 
decrease.  It  appears  to  me  the  projected  rate  is  high  and  perhaps 
should  be  revised  downward." 

Commenter  1 1 0 

Response.   The  data  discussed  in  the  ES  were  checked  out,  and  the 
DWB  estimates  of  occurrence  of  accidents  with  OSHA  rules  is  still 
accurate . 

38.  Comment.   "The  Water  Board  survey  referred  to  on  Page  2-10 
indicated  that  the  public  would  prefer  to  have  an  integrated  approach 
to  the  water  supply  program,  with  a  combination  of  water  restrictions, 
lawn  size  limits,  growth  restrictions,  recycling,  and  development  of 
raw  supplies.   This  DEIS  totally  ignores  such  an  integrated  approach." 

Commenter  99 
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Response.  The  alternatives  in  Chapter  8  have  been  expanded  to 
include  a  full  array  of  possible  approaches  to  meeting  the  basic  water 
supply  situation.  The  ES  does  not  provide  a  decision  as  to  which  one 
or  which  combination  would  serve  these  water  supply  needs. 

39.  Comment .   Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Page  3-12.  The  experience  at  the  Metro  Denver 
Sewage  Disposal  District  this  summer  indicates  that  decreased  water 
consumption  lowered  the  flows  experienced  by  their  plants.  Thus  the 
statement  in  paragraph  2  should  be  reexamined." 

Commenters  34,  42,  69,  79,  and  84 

Response.  Assuming  population  increases  as  forecasted,  flows  to 
wastewater  treatment  facilities  may  be  substantially  the  same  with  or 
without  the  Foothills  Project.   If  treated  water  is  not  available  from 
Foothills,  restrictions  will  first  have  to  be  placed  on  irrigation. 
This  water  does  not  normally  flow  to  wastewater  facilities. 
Wastewater  flows  to  treatment  plants  would,  however,  be  diminished  to 
the  extent  that  inhouse,  inbusiness  conservation  measures  would  be 
effective.   Table  2-5  shows  that  a  number  of  facility  expansions  are 
not  scheduled  until  the  1980's  and  1990's.   If  the  Foothills  Project 
is  not  built,  these  expansions  can  be  cancelled  if  warranted  by 
lowered  flows. 

40.  Comment.  "6.   Solid  Waste.  We  are  under  the  impression  that  a 
permit  will  have  to  be  granted  for  disposal  of  solid  waste.   There  is 
no  discussion  of  this.  Also,  we  find  no  discussion  of  the  hydrology 
of  disposal  sites.  What  will  be  the  effect  on  ground  water?" 

Commenter  129 

Response.   The  final  statement  has  been  revised  in  Chapter  1  of 
the  FES. 

41.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  brief  discussion  on  the  impact  upon 
wastewater  treatment  facilities  (p.  3-12)  is  inadequate.  Apparently, 
the  DEIS  takes  the  position  that  growth  in  the  Denver  Metro  area  is 
inevitable,  and  this  project  simply  will  keep  up  with  growth  and  not 
induce  it." 

Commenters  69  and  136 

Response.  Text  revisions  have  been  made  in  the  wastewater 
discussion  of  the  Utilities  subsection  of  the  Socio-Economics  section 
of  Chapter  3  of  the  FES  to  more  fully  explain  the  impacts. 

42.  Comment .  "In  light  of  the  preceding  discussion,  it  seems  that 
the  cumulative  effects  of  the  Foothills  Project  and  the  eight 
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wastewater  treatment  plants  and  the  Clean  Water  Plan  (the  subject  of 
+he  Denver  Regional  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Wastewater 
Facilities  and  the  Clean  Water  Program  prepared  by  EPA  Region  8,  June, 
1 977  should  have  been  examined." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   The  description  of  the  cumulative  effects  resulting 
from  the  anticipated  growth  in  population  in  the  metro  area  is  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  statement.   Services  are  reguired  to  support  such  a 
population.   Given  that  such  a  population  will  exist  in  the  metro 
area,  this  statement  has  arrayed  effects  associated  with  providing  a 
potable  water  supply  for  that  population.   The  cumulative  effects  of 
this  project  are  discussed  in  Chapters  3,  5,  and  6  of  the  FES. 

43.  Comment.   "Page  2-30,  Paragraph  4:  The  second  and  third 
sentences  thereof  should  be  stricken  and  more  up-to-date  information 
provided.   In  the  draft  'Denver  Regional  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  Waste  Water  Facilities  and  the  Clean  Water  Program' 
published  in  June,  1977  by  the  Region  VIM,  of  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  it  states  that  the  achievement  of  the  goals  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  will  not  be  hindered  as  a  result 
of  point  source  discharges.   In  other  words,  either  a  suf f icient ■ I evel 
of  waste  water  treatment  is  on  line  or  are  [sic]  proposed  to  be  on 
line  within  the  time  frames  reguired  by  law." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   This  updated  information  has  been  incorporated  into 
the  Socio-Economics  section  of  this  final  statement  in  Chapters  2 
and  3. 

44.  Comment.   "There  appears  to  be  a  discrepancy  between  statements 
which  predict  the  effective  demand  capacity  of  the  125  MGD  addition. 
Page  1-18  indicates  that  demands  'could  be  met  until  around  1983'. 
Page  3-8  states  that  'additional  treatment  capacity  and  more  raw  water 
would  be  required  beginning  in  1988.'" 

Commenter  69 

Response.   The  text  has  been  corrected  in  the  Proposed  Action 
section  of  Chapter  1  of  the  FES. 

45.  Comment.   "Page  3-6,  Paragraph  4:   The  first  sentence  should  be 
clarified  to  read  as  fol lows:   'Expansion  to  the  500  mgd  level  will 
result  in  an  additional  $131,084,000  being  spent  by  2001  (this  is  an 
escalated  figure  egual  to  $54,680,000  in  1978  dollars),  resulting  in 
an  economic  impact  even  smaller  than  that  of  the  first  increment.'" 

Commenter  74 
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Response.  The  parenthetical  statement  above  explaining  the 
effect  of  inflation  has  been  added  to  the  Socio-Economic  section  of 
the  FES. 

46.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fol lowing  comment:  "Page  3-8,  Paragraph  J_:   At  the  top  of  the  page 
the  total  cost  of  the  500  mgd  project  is  stated  to  be  $264,623,000. 
The  average  annual  expenditure  for  the  10  year  period  should  be 
corrected  and  should  be  stated  as  $26,462,300,  not  $2,646,230.   Even 
if  this  correction  is  made,  its  significance  is  questionable. 
$133,539,000  will  be  spent  over  a  three  year  period,  and  it  is 
difficult  to  forecast  exactly  when  the  additional  treatment  plant 
expansions  will  be  made.  Therefore,  this  first  paragraph  is  of 
questionable  utility  and  probably  should  be  stricken." 

Commenters  69  and  74 

Response.   This  typographical  error  has  been  corrected  in  the 
FES.   See  Chapter  3,  Socio-Economics  section. 

47.  Comment .  "Page  3-8,  Paragraph  3:  This  paragraph  has  no 
significance  to  the  I ncome  section.  Therefore  it  should  be  deleted." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   This  paragraph  has  been  deleted  from  the  Income 
subsection  of  the  Socio-Economics  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  FES. 

48.  Comment.   "Page  3-8:   The  concluding  sentence  of  the  Human 
Populations  section  should  be  amended  to  read  that  the  conclusions 
used  to  support  Assumption  No.  7  include  among  other  things  the 
projection  figures  of  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments,  an 
analysis  of  population  migration  into  other  arid  areas  of  the  world 
based  upon  other  societal  motives  (e.g.  Israel,  Arizona),  and  a 
first-hand  observation  of  the  factors  which  have  motivated  people  to 
migrate  to  the  Denver  area  in  recent  years." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  changes  in  Assumption  7,  Chapter  3,  of  the  FES 
have  been  added  to  include  the  above  suggestions. 

49.  Comment.   "Page  3-5:   Under  the  heading  'Employment  and 
Manpower':   Does  this  section  contain  correct  estimates?   It  is 
suggested  that  testimony  from  the  public  hearings  be  reviewed  to  make 
sure  of  these  projections.   Testimony  was  received  concerning 
multipliers  which  operate  to  multiply  the  effects  of  the  direct 
employment  generated  by  the  proposed  project.   This  section  should 
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be  modified  to  reflect  the  effect  of  these  multipliers,  thereby 
enhancing  the  beneficial  effects  of  the  project." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  impact  of  the  first  phase  of  the  proposed  project 
on  the  Denver-Boulder  Labor  Market  Area  (DBLMA)  will  be  to  add  an 
average  of  317  jobs  to  the  DBLMA  for  three  years.  This  would  barely 
be  noticeable  in  a  labor  market  (DBLMA)  of  725,000  jobs;  the  impact 
would  be  to  increase  the  size  of  the  labor  market  by  0.044  percent 
(3I7  divided  by  725,000  =  0.00044).  The  second  through  fourth  phases 
of  the  project  would  add  an  average  of  160  jobs  for  six  years  or  an 
increase  of  0.022  percent  to  the  labor  market.   Increases  of  such  low 
magnitude  are  not  likely  to  have  a  noticeable  multiplier  effect  on  the 
service  industry  labor  market  or  the  infrastructure  labor  market. 

50.  Comment.  "Page  2-111,  Table  2-33:  Under  the  heading  of  EXISTING 
ENVIRONMENT  ^  -_  •_   'e.  \    i  s  incorrect.  See  our  comments  addressed  to 
the  Community  Attitudes  Section  which  appears  on  page  2-10.  This 
statement  should  be  corrected  to  read:   'A  recent  survey  (1977) 
indicates  that  area  citizens  prefer  increasing  water  supply  to 
institution  of  water  restrictions  by  a  margin  of  2  to  1." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  Community  Attitudes  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the 
FES  has  been  rewritten;  it  includes  data  from  the  4-C  study  referred 
to  above.  Table  2-33  in  the  Summary  section  of  Chapter  2  has  also 
been  revised  to  reflect  the  data  from  the  4-C  study. 

51.  Comment .  "Page  2-111,  Table  2-33:  Under  the  heading,  'Future 
Environment  .  .  .  '8.b.'  states,  'cut  back  horticulture  irrigation.' 
This  is  a  gross  understatement.  A  review  of  the  statistics  makes  it 
clear  that  the  statement  should  be,  'near  elimination  of  horticultural 
irrigation . '" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Table  2-33  in  the  Summary  section  of  Chapter  2  of  the 
FES  has  been  revised. 

52.  Comment .  "Page  7-2.  Chapter  7  does  not  assess  secondary 
impacts." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  For  the  most  part,  only  primary  socio-economic  impacts 
were  noted.  The  secondary  impacts  were  considered  to  be  too  sma I  I  to 
have  a  noticeably  effect  on  the  social  and  economic  systems  of  the 
Denver  area.  Even  the  primary  impacts  will  not  be  great.  For 
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example:  the  impact  of  the  first  phase  of  the  proposed  project  on  the 
Denver-Boulder  Labor  Market  Area  (DBLMA)  will  be  to  add  an  average  of 
317  jobs  to  the  DBLMA  for  three  years.  This  would  hardly  be 
noticeable  in  a  labor  market  (DBLMA)  of  725,000  jobs,  an  increase  of 
0.044  percent  (317  divided  by  725,000  =  0.00044).   Increases  of  such 
low  magnitude  are  not  likely  to  have  a  noticeable  multiplier  effect  on 
the  service  industry  labor  market  or  the  infrastructure  job  market. 

53.  Comment .  "The  secondary  impacts  of  enhancement  of  growth 
potential  was  excluded  from  the  analysis.  This  was  due  to  the 
untenable  assumption  that  the  project  would  not  alter  population 
growth.  Water  availability  was  determined  to  have  no  effect  on  the 
developab i I ity  of  land.  Justifying  the  Foothills  Project  on  expected 
population  growth  which  in  itself  is  based  on  the  assumption  of  no 
water  constraints  is  a  circular  argument." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  assumption  that  the  project  will  generate  new 
in-migration  is  empirically  invalid — please  see  the  expanded 
discussion  of  Assumption  7,  Assumptions  section,  in  Chapter  3  of  the 
FES. 

54.  Comment .  "I  believe  the  BLM's  staff  summary  of  media  reports  is 
misrepresentative.   I  find  few  people,  if  any,  backing  unbridled 
population  explosion  for  the  Denver  Metropolitan  area.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  true  that  some  urge  controlled  and  well  planned  growth, 
and  with  that  I  have  no  argument,  but  for  the  most  part,  reasonable 
people  are  endorsing  Foothills  to  protect  a  quality  of  life  that  we  do 
have  in  the  Metropolitan  area." 

Commenter  1 1 7 

Response.   Please  see  the  rewritten  subsection  on  Community 
Attidues  in  the  Socio-Economic  section  of  Chapter  3  that  accounts  for 
those  people  who  urge  controlled  and  we  I  I -planned  growth.  The 
discussion  of  community  lifestyles  in  the  Socio-Economics  section  of 
Chapter  3  of  the  FES  discusses  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the 
qual ity-of-l i fe  in  the  Denver  area. 

55.  Comment.  "The  effect  on  the  building  industry  economy  that  has 
arisen  because  of  Denver  tap  allotment  program  is  totally  omitted  from 
the  report." 

Commenter  171 

Response.   The  Denver  tap  allotment  program  appears  to  have  had 
on  I y  a  temporary  effect  on  the  building  program.  According  to  the 
Business  and  Finance  section  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  News,  December  8, 
1977,  building  contracts  in  Denver,  Adams,  Arapahoe,  Boulder,  Douglas, 
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Gilpin,  and  Jefferson  Counties  are  up  46  percent  in  the  first  ten 
months  in  1977  over  the  same  period  in  1976. 

56.  Comment .   "Finally,  I  would  like  to  request  that  one  additional 
table  which  contains  an  error  which  could  lead  to  miscalculations  and 
misinterpretations  be  corrected.  Specifically,  I  refer  to  Table  2-33, 
entitled  'Summary  of  Existing  and  Future  Environment.' 

"The  1975  human  population  is  listed  at  1,402,500.  Without 
Foothills,  the  year  2010  population  estimate  is  1,693,700.  The 
obvious  conclusion  which  could  be  drawn  by  scanning  this  table  is  that 
without  Foothills,  the  Denver  Water  Department  service  area  would  grow 
by  fewer  than  300-thousand. 

"This  is  in  direct  contradition  to  current  DRCOG  growth 
projections  of  more  like  800-thousand  between  1977  and  2010." 

Commenter  1 08 

Response.  Table  2-33  in  the  Summary  section  in  Chapter  2  of  this 
FES  has  been  changed  in  response  to  this  comment. 

57.  Comment.   "Page  5-19,  paragraph  number  2.,  'Employment  and 
Manpower:'  This  should  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  our  comments 
regarding  page  -1 ." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  and  the  table  have  been  changed  in  the 
Summary  section  in  response  to  this  comment  in  Chapter  5  of  the  FES. 

58.  Comment .  "Page  3-I2.  The  discussion  of  community  lifestyles  is 
extremely  inadequate.  An  alternative  interpretation  would  be  that  the 
impact  of  expanding  the  proposed  facility  would  be  to  delay  essential 
adjustments  in  social  behavior  required  to  adapt  to  the  reality  of 
finite  water  resources." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  statement's  discussion  is  adequate  in  that  the 
only  impact  on  lifestyles  of  the  project  is  as  follows:  "...  would 
be  to  permit  the  population  in  the  DWB  service  area  to  maintain 
lifetyles  related  to  present  water  consumption  until  about  1988."  The 
main  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  permit  the  DWB  to  accommodate 
max-day  demands  for  a  longer  period.  Max-day  demands  occur  in  the 
summer  when  Denver  area  residents  want  to  irrigate  horticulture.  The 
project  will  permit  them  to  maintain  their  horticultural  lifestyle  for 
a  longer  period. 
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The  socio-economic  implications  of  the  future  environment  without 
the  project  discussion  in  Chapter  2,  Socio-Economics  section,  has  been 
rewritten  and  expanded  in  the  FES. 

The  cost  and  continued  use  of  electrical  energy  for  pumping  is 
discussed  in  Chapter  8  under  Socio-Economic  Conditions  related  to  the 
various  alternatives. 

The  changes  in  lifestyle  and  potential  loss  of  horticultural 
investment  is  discussed  in  rewritten  and  expanded  version  of  the  No 
Action  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 
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Water  Resources 

1.  Comment.  "Very  little  mention  is  made  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  of  water  management  or  recycl  ing  whether  to  homes  or  for 
industrial  use.  Water  management  is  far  less  expensive  than  the  $265 
million  cost  for  the  entire  project:  What  would  $265  million  add  to 
the  average  Denver  water  users  monthly  bill?" 

Commenter  4 

Response.  Water  management  appears  to  represent  many  things. 
Water  use  currently  experienced  reflects  management.  The  planning, 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities  which 
provide  water  to  the  water  users  of  the  Denver  metropolitan  area 
requires  considerable  management.  The  water  users  exhibit  management 
in  their  respective  use  of  the  water  resource.  Encouraging  a 
reduction  in  the  use  of  water  is  an  aspect  of  management.  Measures  to 
reduce  the  use  of  water  can  be  implemented  voluntarily  or 
involuntarily.  During  1977,  involuntary  restrictions  were  imposed 
upon  those  water  users  maintaining  lawns  and  gardens.  These 
restrictions  have  resulted  in  an  appreciable  reduction  (about 
20  percent)  in  the  use  of  water  when  compared  to  previous  years. 

Water  recycling  for  domestic  or  industrial  usages  is  still  in  the 
experimental  stages  of  development  and  is,  therefore,  not  discussed  in 
the  FES. 

Discussion  of  various  management  options  is  presented  in  the  No 
Action  alternative  and  the  Water  Conservation  alternative  in  Chapter  8 
of  this  FES. 

2.  Comment .  "If  present  treatment  facilities  are  used  at  peak 
capacity  for  long  periods  of  time,  water  quality  will  deteriorate.  No 
mention  was  made  of  possible  water  quality  problems  in  the  EIS  as  far 
as  I  coul d  determine." 

Commenter  23 

Response.  Brief  discussion  of  the  effects  of  overtaxing  the  DWB 
treated-water  system  is  presented  in  the  No  Action  Alternative  in 
Chapter  8  of  the  final  statement. 

3.  Comment.  "The  statement  should  assess  the  potential  for  effects 
of  tunnel  grouting  operations  on  existing  wells  in  the  fractured 
rocks.   Also,  effects  of  the  proposed  impoundment  on  ground-water 
levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area  should  be  addressed,  as 
should  potential  effects  on  ground-water  quality." 

Commenter  28 
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Response.   It  is  not  known  whether  or  not  wells  exist  in  the 
project  area.  Ground  water  levels  should  remain  relativley  the  same 
due  to  the  fact  the  South  Platte  River  already  recharges  the  area. 
Since  the  diversion  will  be  by  conduit,  it  should  not  effect  the 
ground  water  table  once  it  is  diverted  from  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir 
to  the  treatment  plant. 

The  reservoir  will  be  located  in  a  canyon  underlain  with  granitic 
gneiss.  Ground  water  follows  the  rising  topography  of  the  canyon 
walls  but  at  a  flatter  slope.   Indications  from  the  investigation 
borings  are  that  the  occurrence  of  ground  water  is  erratic  and  that  it 
is  controlled  by  joint  systems  and  shears  without  the  existence  of  a 
water  table  in  a  true  sense  (DW3  1973).  The  quality  of  South  Platte 
River  waters  is  very  high  (see  Tables  2-16  and  3-6).  Ground  water 
quality  in  the  canyon  is  not  known.  Detrimental  effects  on  ground 
water  quality  are  not  anticipated. 

Materials  expected  to  be  encountered  along  the  tunnel  alignment 
are  of  two  distict  geologic  regimes:  a  sedimentary  complex  and  a 
crystalline  complex.  The  sedimentary  complex  is  characterized  by  an 
absence  of  ground  water.  The  crystalline  complex  is  not  expected  to 
be  very  productive  of  water  during  tunneling. 

4.  Comment.  "The  point  is  that  no  clear,  defined  exposition  of 
historical  water  use  data  is  presented  in  the  Statement.  Therefore, 
how  is  one  to  perform  a  trend  analysis  for  use  in  considering  the  need 
for  additional  treating  capacity?  The  only  conclusion  to  be  reached 
from  this  discussion  is  that  the  predicted  per  capita  annual  usage 
upon  which  the  need  for  the  Project  is  based  is  highly  suspect  and  in 
fact,  has  no  sound  basis  in  the  Statement." 

Commenter  35 

Response.  The  average  annual  per  capita  use  of  water  for  the 
1971-1975  period  stated  in  Chapter  2,  Utilities,  Municipal  and 
Industrial  Water  Systems,  should  be  215  gdc  or  181  mgd.   Annua!  per 
capita  use  data  obtained  from  the  DWB  Annual  Reports  for  the  period 
1971-1975  when  compared  to  the  future  estimated  per  capita  demands  are 
as  fol lows: 


1971- 


Year 

Annua  I 

per  capita  use 
gdc 

1971 

214 

1972 

216 

1973 

211 

1974 

225 

1975 

208 

75  mean 

215 

1976 

207 
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Year  Annual  per  capita  use 

gdc 


1980 

226 

1990 

229 

2000 

231 

The  average  annual  per  capita  use  (1971-75)  of  215  gdc  is 
presented  on  page  2-5  of  the  DES.  The  projections  for  1980,  1990,  and 
2000  are  shown  in  Table  1-4.  Neither  a  detailed  explanation  of  the 
method  to  project  future  treated  water  needs  nor  a  presentation  of  all 
basic  data  was  felt  to  be  needed  in  the  ES. 

5.   Comment.   "It  is  immediatley  appartent  [sic]  from  examination  of 
these  graphs  that  the  figures  supplied  in  the  DWD's  January  24,  1977 
letter  are  projections  of  the  peak  demands  which  have  a  probability  of 
occurrence  only  occasionally  and  infrequently.  These  DWD  projections 
are  used  throughout  the  EIS  to  portray  the  rule,  whereas  actual 
experience  indicates  these  projections  are  valid  only  for  the 
exception ." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  Table  1-4  presents  the  estimated  water  needs  related 
to  the  projected  future  population  within  the  DWB  service  area.  Data 
such  as  these  are  commonly  used  to  determine  the  physical  requirements 
for  providing  water  service  to  urban  areas.  The  information  in  this 
document  attempts  to  demonstrate  the  basis  upon  which  the  DWB  has 
conceived  its  treatment  and  transmission  capacity  needs  and  future  raw 
water  supplies  necessary  to  provide  water  service  to  its  customers. 

Use  of  the  max-day  data  presented  in  the  DWB  Annual  Reports  for 
1971  through  1975  results  in  an  experienced  average  max-day  of 
480  mgd .  The  average  population  served  was  841,400  persons. 

The  average  max-day  per  capita  use  for  the  1971  through  1975 
period  was  570  gdc.  The  following  tabulation  presents  an  estimate  of 
the  future  max-day  requirement  assuming  that  the  570  gdc  would  be  the 
max-day  per  capita  demand  for  which  facilities  would  be  provided. 

Year 


1980 
1985 
1990 
2000 


Popu I ation 

Max- 

-day  demand 
mgd 

958,400 

546 

1,057,200 

603 

1,162,900 

663 

1,434,100 

817 
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Year         Population         Max-day  demand 
mgd 

2001  1,460,100  832 

2010  1,693,700  965 

The  max-day  demand  exceeds  the  present  treatment  plant  capacity 
of  520  mgd  in  a  I  I  years. 

Unless  dramatic  changes  are  made  by  the  water  users  within  the 
DWB  service  area  in  their  use  of  water  during  the  peak  use  period  of 
the  year,  additional  capability  to  provide  treated  water  is  required. 

The  presentation  of  data  in  this  reponse  is  to  demonstrate  that 
additional  treatment  capacity  is  required  using  an  average  of  max-day 
per  capita  use  (1971-75)  recently  experienced.   It  is  not  intended  to 
be  used  as  an  alternate  for  sizing  the  treatment  facility  and 
therefore  need  not  be  shown  in  the  text. 

The  conclusion  reached  that  the  projected  demand  data  represents 
conditions  using  a  probability  of  occurrence  only  occasionally  and 
infrequently  is  essentially  correct.  However,  the  planning  and  sizing 
of  facilities  to  provide  water  service  normally  incorporates 
provisions  to  accommodate  needs  that  are  anticipated  to  have  apparent 
minimal  probability  of  occurrence.  The  climatic  factors,  temperature 
and  precipitation  which  influence  the  use  of  treated  water  within  the 
DWB  service  area  are  not  predictable  on  a  long-range  basis. 
Therefore,  the  projected  demands  represent  conditions  that  may  be 
experienced  in  any  given  year  so  as  to  insure  water  service 
capab  i I ity . 

6.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Tables  2-30  and  3-2  are  grossly  misleading  and 
should  be  dropped  because  they  com  ingle  shortages  to  be  expected  as  a 
result  of  raw  water  supply  limitations  with  shortages  to  be  expected 
as  a  result  of  treatment  capacity  limitations.  The  present  form  of 
these  tables  misleads  the  casual  reader  into  a  belief  that  all  of  the 
shortages  shown  would  be  cured  by  the  Foothills  project,  whereas  in 
fact  it  is  only  the  shortages  prior  to  1990  which  can  be  aleviated 
[sic]  by  the  project.  No  table  should  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS 
which  does  not  clearly,  explicitly  and  prominently  distinguish  between 
shortages  due  to  the  absence  of  new  treatment  facilities  and  shortages 
which  must  occur  in  any  event  if  no  new  raw  water  supplies  are 
developed." 

Commenters  42  and  108 

Response.  Shortages  in  the  amounts  of  treated  water  available  to 
DWB  water  users  can  result  in  three  ways:   (1)  Due  to  insufficient 
treatment  and  transmission  system  capacity,  instantaneous 
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treated-water  demands  may  not  be  satisfied,  therefore  creating  a 
shortage;  (2)  the  volumes  of  raw  water  available  for  treatment  may  be 
deficient  in  terms  of  satisfying  anticipated  monthly  or  annua!  demand, 
therefore  creating  a  shortage;  and  (3)  a  system  failure  could  create  a 
shortage. 

With  an  expanding  population  and  the  resulting  increase  in  the 
demand  for  treated  water,  all  three  categories  of  shortages  will 
necessitate  action  by  the  DWB  and  its  water  users.  The  first  step  is 
an  expansion  of  treatment  capacity  in  order  to  continue  to  satisfy 
instantaneous  peak-use  period  demands  using  raw  water  supplies 
available  from  existing  sources.  The  second  step  involves  both  the 
expansion  of  treatment  capacity  as  necessary  and  the  development  of 
additional  raw  water  supplies. 

Footnotes  on  both  Tables  2-30  and  3-2  identify  at  what  point  in 
time  raw  water  begins  to  impose  shortages.  With  additional  raw  water 
supplies  and  no  additional  treatment  capacity,  inability  to  satisfy 
the  projected  demands  for  treated  water  would  result  in  not  satisfying 
the  anticipated  peak-use  period  demands. 

7.  Comment .  "In  this  connection,  the  plant  is  projected  as  having  a 
useful  life  of  75  years,  yet  a  comparison  of  projections  in  columns  7 
and  9  in  Table  2-30  with  the  corresponding  figures  in  Table  3-2  shows 
that  because  of  the  raw  water  supply  limitation  there  will  be  no 
difference  whatsoever  in  the  availability  of  treated  water  after  1990 
whether  Foothi lis  is  or  is  not  built.  A  tab  I e  making  this  type  of 
comparison  appeared  in  the  1976  Draft  EIS  (Table  III-2,  page  III-7). 
Attachment  #5  is  a  table  prepared  to  illustrate  this  important  point. 
Such  a  table  should  appear  early  and  prominently  in  the  next  EIS  in 
order  to  show  how  truly  limited  the  usefulness  of  the  Foothills 
project  will  be." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  The  usefulness  of  the  initial  125  mgd  unit  of  the 
proposed  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  is  not  diminished  in  terms  of  its 
usefulness  as  an  integral  part  of  the  DWB  treatment  and  transmission 
system  complex.   It  is  documented  throughout  the  FES  that  once  the  DWB 
water  users  approach  the  full  utilizaiton  of  the  reliable  raw  water 
supply  (312,300  acre-feet),  the  annual  amount  of  water  available  per 
person  will  begin  to  decline.  See  Table  3-2  in  Water  Resources 
section  of  Chapter  3  of  this  FES.  This  may  or  may  not  result  in  a 
reduction  in  the  max-day  demand.  This  would  depend  upon  what  measures 
were  implemented  to  encourage  the  reduced  use  of  water.  The  existence 
of  the  Foothills  plant  would  contine  to  reduce  the  DWB  transmission 
system  electrical  energy  requirements.  This  situation  would  exist 
with  or  without  the  development  of  additional  raw  water  supplies. 
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8.  Comment.  "The  differences  in  per  capita  consumption  shown  in 
Tables  2-30  and  3-2  after  1990  can  be  traced  to  differences  shown  in 
these  two  tables  in  the  quantity  of  raw  water  sold  by  the  DWD  to  other 
distributors,  (column  6  in  both  tables,)  but  there  appears  to  be  no 
logical  basis  for  such  differences;  the  differences  should  be 

el iminated  from  the  next  statement." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  The  differences  in  per  capita  use  shown  on  Tables  2-30 
and  3-2  should  not  have  been  shown  after  1990  and  have  been  corrected. 

9.  Comment.  "The  differences  in  per  capita  consumption  shown  in 
Tables  2-30  and  3-2  prior  to  1990  are  attributable  entirely  to 
differences  in  peak-day  useage  on  hot  summer  days  with  Foothills  and 
without  Foothills.   If  Foothills  is  built,  DWD  customers  will  be  able 
to  demand  and  receive  all  the  water  they  want,  whereas  if  it  is  not 
built  certain  restrictions  will  have  to  be  imposed  on  some  summer 
days.  The  total  volume  of  water  involved  in  these  differences  will 
never  be  as  much  as  2%.      In  short,  the  effect  of  building  Foothills  on 
the  amount  of.  water  used  will  be  negligible.  The  Foothills  plant 
would  not  increase  the  ability  of  the  DWD  system  to  permit  more  taps 
for  the  homebuilding  industry  and  the  next  EIS  should  make  this  point 
crystal  clear." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  The  construction  of  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  at 
125  mgd  would  provide  the  DWB  with  additional  capability  to  supply 
treated  water  without  restrictions  to  meet  peak-use  period 
treated-water  demands  commensurate  with  the  projected  growth  in 
population  through  1988.  The  added  population  would  require  housing 
for  which  water  taps  would  have  to  be  provided.  Expansion  of  both  DWB 
treated-water  capacity  and  raw  water  supplies  will  be  necessary  unless 
dramatic  changes  in  water  use  are  made  by  the  present  and  new  water 
users  within  the  DWB  service  area.  Such  expansion  will  accommodate 
additional  water  taps. 

10.  Comment.  "Unless  and  until  new  raw  water  supplies  are  developed 
the  usefulness  of  the  Foothills  plant  is  limited  to  the  alleviation  of 
peak  day  shortages  prior  to  the  time  restrictions  must  be  imposed 
generally  as  a  consequence  of  supply  limitations,  which  the  EIS 
estimates  will  occur  in  1990.  Despite  the  fact  that  this  is  the  only 
usefulness  of  the  project,  the  analysis  of  peak  day  shortages  without 
the  project  is  almost  non-existent.  Table  1-5  projects  these 
shortages.  The  table  must  be  revised  in  any  event  because  of  the 
erroneous  figures  described  in  part  1  of  this  statement,  but  the 
manner  in  which  the  number  of  shortage  days  are  calculated  as  well  as 
the  extent  of  the  shortages  should  be  fully  described.   In  this 
connection,  reliance  on  DWD  projections  is  not  recommended. 
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Attachment  #6  indicates  how  totally  unreliable  the  DWD's  peak  day 
projections  were  as  recently  as  1973." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  Table  1-5  as  noted  by  the  writer  presents  a  projection 
of  the  number  of  days  in  a  given  year  when  the  max-day  demand  would 
exceed  the  existing  treatment  capacity  of  520  mgd.  As  the  projected 
number  of  days  increases  and  no  additional  capability  to  satisfy 
max-day  demands  is  provided,  incresingly  more  severe  use  restrictions 
would  need  to  be  implemented  in  order  to  protect  the  DWB  treatment  and 
transmission  system  from  failure.  Further  discussion  of  the 
consequences  associated  with  no  construction  is  presented  in  the  FES 
in  Chapter  8,  No  Action,  where  Table  8-5  shows  the  minimum  effects  on 
max-day  per  capita  use  that  would  result. 

11.  Comment.  "There  is  another  glaring  error  in  Figure  3-1  besides 
the  use  of  the  inflated  consumption  figures.  A  shortage  is  identified 
at  a  projected  monthly  treated  water  requirement  of  42,630 
Acre-Feet/Month.  Calculations  show  this  to  be  456.7  mgd,  far  short  of 
the  645  mgd  capacity  for  which  the  Figure  is  constructed." 

Commenter  35 

Response.  Figure  3-1  does  not  attempt  to  depict  the  max-day 
demand  for  which  water  treatment  capacity  is  being  planned.  The 
intent  is  to  show  the  monthly  volumes  of  water  anticipated  to  be 
required  and  an  estimate  of  the  monthly  volumes  of  treated  water 
anticipated  to  be  available. 

The  volume  of  water  required  in  July  as  shown  on  Figure  3-1  is 
42,746  acre-feet  (14.9  percent  of  286,833  acre-feet).   If  no  shortage 
were  incurred,  the  mean  daily  demand  for  July  would  be  about 
1,379  acre-feet  per  day  or  449  mgd.  However,  in  actual  operation  on 
any  given  day,  the  demand  for  treated  water  may  be  lesser  or  greater 
than  the  mean  daily  demand.  Therefore,  the  treatment  capacity 
required  is  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  maximum-day  demand  to  allow 
for  the  anticipated  occurrence  of  such  a  demand. 

12.  Comment .  "You  failed  to  indicate  whether  or  not  the  DWD  will  be 
able  to  utilize  the  anticipated  112,900  acre  feet  of  water  from  the 
Dillon  area  as  shown  on  Table  3-3,  if  the  Foothills  Project  is  delayed 
or  rejected.   If  the  DWD  cannot  use  the  total  amount  of  water 
available,  what  will  be  the  effect  on  water  quality  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin?" 

Commenter  49 

Response.  The  DWB  will  be  ab I e  to  use  all  the  water  without 
Foothills  as  discussed  in  Chapter  2,  Future  Environment  Without  the 
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Proposed  Action,  and  shown  on  Tables  2-31  and  2-32.  Therefore 
discussion  of  Colorado  River  water  qualtiy  without  the 
83,300  acre-feet  of  additional  diversion  was  not  necessary. 

13.  Comment.   "Your  statement  on  Page  2-21  that  the  Moffat  System  'is 
not  impacted  by  the  proposal'  conflicts  with  the  discussion  on  Page 
1-20  on  how  the  operation  of  the  entire  system  (DWD)  will  change  with 
the  addition  of  the  Foothills  Plant." 

Commenter  49 

Response.  The  Moffat  collection  system  will  not  be  impacted  by 
the  addition  of  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant.  The  operation  of  the 
Moffat  Treatment  Plant  will  be  coordinated  with  the  other  DWB 
treatment  facilities. 

The  assumption  regarding  the  period  of  operation  of  the  Moffat 
statement  Plant  with  the  Foothills  plant  is  stated  on  Page  3-16.  The 
discussion  on  Page  2-21  of  the  DES  addresses  the  Moffat  Collection 
System,  not  the  Moffat  Treatment  Plant. 

14.  Comment .  "On  page  2-29,  we  find  a  brief  discussion  of  ground 
water.  We  request  that  the  Final  Statement  include  an  analysis  of  the 
extensive  ground  water  supplies  in  the  Denver  Basin  as  an  alternate 
water  supply." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  The  analysis  of  ground  water  as  an  alternate  raw  water 
supply  is  not  presented  in  Chapter  8  as  were  a  plurality  of  other  raw 
water  sources  not  described.  Economic  and  legal  viability  of  the  raw 
water  sources  depicted  in  Chapter  8  have  not  been  determined.  The  No 
Action  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  has  been  revised  to  briefly 
consider  development  of  ground  waters  and  resulting  impacts. 

15.  Comment.  "On  page  3-13  under  the  subheading  Colorado  River 
Watershed  we  find  'Essential ly  there  will  be  no  impact  on  the  surface 
water  in  the  Colorado  River  Watershed  with  the  project  at  125  mgd.1 
This  terse  statement  alone  is  not  sufficient.  We  request  the  Final 
Statement  discuss  why  there  would  be  no  impact." 

Commenter  50 

Response.   Discussion  of  impacts  within  the  Blue  River  watershed 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  without  the  project  is  presented  in  the  No 
Action  Alternative  of  Chapter  8  of  this  FES.  The  diversion  of 
additional  water  from  Dillon  Reservoir  will  occur  with  or  without  the 
Foothills  Project  as  the  annual  demand  within  the  DWB  service  area 
increases.  Therefore,  those  identifiable  impacts  attributable  to 
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increased  Dillon  Reservoir  diversions  are  expected  to  be  essentially 
the  same  with  the  project  at  125  mgd  as  those  without  the  project. 

16.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Page  1-17  shows  how  great  is  the  difference 
between  maximum  water  requirements  and  annual  requirements,  both 
current  and  projected.  Most  of  this  higher  amount  is  stated  to  be  for 
outdoor  use,  watering  lawns,  etc.  With  water  rationing  this  past 
summer,  it  has  been  demonstrated  that  a  much  lower  use  in  the  peak 
season  can  be  maintained.   I  believe  357  mgd  was  the  top  figure  used, 
as  reported  in  the  news  media.  There  have  been  drought  years  before 
this  and  rationing  has  worked.   In  a  year  with  plenty  of  rain,  the 
peak  amount  could  be  cut  still  lower.   It  seems  to  me  that  the  EIS 
should  include  some  statement  of  this  type  of  information — in  former 
water  rationing  years,  and  1977  too  if  possible.  Also,  some 
comparison  between  peak  use  in  drought  years  and  peak  use  in  the 
wetter  years,  this  would  help  to  understand  how  much  water  is  really 
needed." 

Commenters  57,  66,  84,  and  104 

Response.  The  maximum  day  use  under  water  restrictions  in  1977 
was  331  million  gallons.  Without  restrictions,  a  maximum  of  506 
million  gallons  per  day  was  reached  in  1973.  The  planning  criteria  is 
based  on  supplying  water  upon  demand  without  lawn  watering  or  other 
restrictions  imposed,  thus  reflecting  recent  trends  in  the  use  of 
water  within  the  DWB  service  area. 

Drought  years  are  not  predictable;  therefore,  the  fact  that  in 
one  year  there  is  plenty  of  summer  rainfall  does  not  allow  a  utility, 
i.e.,  DWB,  to  reduce  its  future  capability  to  provide  water  service  so 
that  it  is  unable  to  provide  satisfactory  service  during  a  summer  of 
lesser  rainfall.  The  DWB  had  two  concerns  during  1977.  One  was  the 
much  below  normal  streamflow  into  its  reservoirs  and  at  its  diversion 
sites,  and  the  second  was  the  potential  for  the  max-day  demands  to 
exceed  present  treatment  capacity.  The  first  may  have  necessitated 
water  use  restrictions  so  that  adequate  carryover  storage  would  be 
maintained  in  the  reservoirs  for  the  next  year.  The  second  concern 
required  restrictions  so  that  the  treated-water  system  would  not  be 
overtaxed  in  1977. 

17.  Comment.  "If  the  actual  supply  of  available  processed  water  is 
being  increased,  the  following  information  should  be  provided: 

"a)  The  amount  and  percentage  of  increase  should  be 
clear  I y  stated. 

"b)  Alternatives  to  Phase  One,  such  as  expanding 

existing  treatment  plants,  should  be  fully  analyzed. 
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"c)  Time  should  be  given  for  the  implications 

of  the  Denver  Water  Board's  current  restrictions 
on  water  usage  to  be  seen.   Increased  awareness 
of  rational  water  use  may  change  actual  usage 
during  the  next  decade." 

Commenter  72 

Response,  (a)  The  ability  of  the  DWB  to  treat  raw  water  will  be 
increased  by  24  percent  with  the  Foothills  plant  at  125  mgd  and  by 
96  percent  with  the  plant  at  500  mgd.   (b)  The  DWB  has  expanded  the 
existing  treatment  facilities  at  Marston  and  Moffat  over  the  past 
twenty  years.  Their  respective  locations,  land  area  available, 
relationship  to  available  water  supplies,  and  the  pumping  energy 
required  to  distribute  treated  water  are  disadvantages  which  the 
Foothills  Project  does  not  have,  and  as  a  result  the  DWB  is  not 
considering  such  expansion  as  a  viable  alternative,   (c)  Actual  usage 
of  treated  water  can  be  reduced  in  the  future  if  increasingly  more 
severe  restrictions  during  peak-use  periods  are  imposed  on  a  permanent 
basis.  No  thorough  analysis  of  maximum  extent  to  which  existing 
treatment  facilities  may  be  expanded  has  been  undertaken. 

18.  Comment .  "There  obviously  are  typographical  errors,  but  there 
are  also  some  other  areas  in  which  possibly  the  statement  could  be 
elaborated  upon.   It  would  be  my  observation  that  the  benefits  of  the 
increased  flows  in  the  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  River  have  been 
ignored.  Obviously  there  are  some  advantages  of  having  150  cfs  in  the 
stream  rather  than  15  cfs  in  a  stream  channel  that  has  a  capacity  to 
carry  1,000  second  feet." 

Commenters  55  and  198 

Response.  Flows  in  the  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  River  would 
remain  the  same  with  or  without  the  project  at  125  mgd  development 
level.  At  500  mgd,  the  flows  are  undeterminable  because  it  is  not 
known  which  raw  water  source  will  be  utilized.  More  discusson  is 
offered  in  the  Raw  Water  Concepts  section  of  Chapter  8. 

19.  Comment .  "The  EIS  must,  therefore,  consider  the  proposed 
Foothills  project  as  part  of  a  collection  and  treatment  system  and 
consider  the  full  impacts  of  both  in  our  opinion." 

Commenter  78 

Response.  The  need  for  additional  raw  water  supplies  will 
develop  with  or  without  the  proposed  Foothills  Project.  The  principal 
variable  is  the  time  frame  at  which  additional  supplies  are  required. 

The  Foothills  Project  at  125  mgd  would  provide  capability  to 
treat  the  raw  water  supplies  available  from  the  existing  South  Platte 
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and  Robert  Tunnel  Systems  facilities.   In  the  event  that  expansion  to 
500  mgd  becomes  necessary  as  is  projected  so  that  the  total  DWB 
treated-water  capacity  becomes  1,020  mgd,  additional  volumes  of  raw 
water  will  need  to  be  developed. 

Since  the  decision  on  what  specific  sources  of  raw  water  are  to 
be  developed,  whether  there  is  a  Foothills  Project  or  not,  is  still 
pending,  this  FES  has  presented  in  Chapter  8  a  general  identification 
and  assessment  of  impacts  associated  with  the  various  alternative 
sources  of  water  supply,  storage,  and  transmission  that  could 
reasonably  be  expected  to  meet  the  water  demands  within  the  DWB 
service  area.  Future  site-specific  environmental  assessment  will  be 
required  for  any  future  significant  federal  action  that  is  related  to 
the  development  of  alternative  water  supplies. 

20.  Comment.   "The  implication  in  paragraph  4  is  that  the  capacity  of 
the  Marston  plant  is  limited  to  210  mgd  by  it's  [sic]]  supply  conduit. 
This  is  not  true  in  terms  of  peak  demand  situations  since  Marston  lake 
has  a  capacity  of  17,213  af  (5608.9  MG)  which  is  adequate  to  supply 
the  50  Mgd  deficit  for  over  100  days.  This  supply  deficiency  would 
only  have  an  effect  when  all  plants  were  being  used  for  base  load,  an 
impossible  situation  unless  use  is  limited  to  winter  levels  the  year 
round." 

Commenter  84 

Response.  The  entire  Marston  Lake  capacity  of  17,213  acre-feet 
is  not  useable.  The  useable  capacity  is  between  9,637  acre-feet  and 
the  17,213  acre-feet  or  7,576  acre  feet.   Normal  minimum  content  of 
9,637  acre-feet  is  adhered  to  unless  the  reservoir  is  lowered  to 
reduce  stratification  for  potability  purposes. 

The  storage  of  7,576  acre-feet  would  sustain  the  treatment  of 
50  mgd  for  about  49  days.  This  is  reflected  in  present  treatment 
capability  of  520  mgd  (Kassler  50  mgd,  Moffat  210  mgd,  and  Marston 
260  mgd). 

21.  Comment.   "The  1977  experience  should  be  described  in  the  next 
EIS  in  detail  and  compared  with  experiences  to  be  expected  under  the 
shortages  that  are  forseeable  in  years  to  come,  regardless  of  whether 
the  shortages  are  caused  by  lack  of  treatment  capacity  or  restrictions 
necessitated  by  lack  of  adequate  raw  water  supplies." 

Commenter  42. 

Response.  The  1977  experience  reflects  the  implementation  of 
water  use  restrictions  that  principally  affected  the  outside  use  of 
treated  water.   If  future  shortages  are  to  occur,  the  form  that  the 
future  measures  to  curb  treated  water  use  may  take  will  depend  upon 
the  cause  of  shortage,  treated-water  capabi I ity  and/or  raw  water 
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supply  capability,  and  the  expected  severity  of  the  shortage. 
Discussion  of  possible  conditions  without  additional  treatment 
capacity  is  presented  in  Chapter  2,  Future  Environment  without  the 
Proposed  Action,  and  Chapter  8,  Water  Conservation  Alternative  and  No 
Action  Alternative. 

22.  Comment.   "This  being  the  case,  the  major  questions  which  should 
be  addressed  by  the  EIS  are:  What  are  the  best  estimates  of  the 
number  and  severity  of  peak-day  shortages?" 

Commenter  42 

Response.  There  is  no  best  estimate  of  the  number  and  severity 
of  peak-day  shortages.   The  use  of  such  data  is  intended  to  portray 
for  the  public  and  the  utility  management  the  potential  for  exceeding 
treatment  capacity.  As  population  growth  occurs,  the  potential  number 
of  days  of  exceedance  increases  unless  water  use  restrictions  are 
implemented.  The  greater  the  potential  number  of  days  is  exceeded 
tends  to  influence  the  severity  of  the  restrictions.  The  fact  that 
there  is  no  ability  to  predict  the  specific  day  or  days  on  which 
exceedance  may  occur  necessitates  consideration  of  measures  that  would 
inhibit  treated  water  use  during  the  entire  peak-water  use  period  of 
the  year.  The  severity  of  the  measures  to  be  implemented  may  be 
reflective  of  the  anticipated  number  of  days  when  demand  would  exceed 
the  available  treatment  capacity. 

23.  Comment.  "Page  2-91  to  2-93.   The  section  'Future  Environment 
without  the  Proposed  Action'  is  actually  the  'do  nothing  alternative'. 
The  format  of  the  DES  obscures  direct  comparisons  of  alternatives. 
The  meaning  of  assumption  #1,  that  the  total  amount  of  raw  water 
available  to  the  DWB  will  remain  constant,  is  unclear.  Since,  as  the 
DES  notes  elsewhere,  the  capacity  of  water  storage  reservoirs  is 
continually  and  progressively  diminished  by  siltation,  the  implication 
of  this  statement  is  that  additional  water  storage  facilities  will 
come  on  line  at  a  rate  that  balances  the  gradual  deterioration  in 
capacity.   If  so,  these  additional  facilities  are  not  identified.   If 
existing  storage  reservoirs  are  to  be  dredged  to  maintain  constant 
capacity,  the  costs  and  impacts  of  this  activity  are  not  described." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  Sediment  accumulation  in  large  storage  reservoirs  is 
generally  accommodated  by  incorporating  storage  capacity  for  such 
accumulation  in  the  total  reservoir  capacity.  The  period  for  which 
sediment  accumulation  is  generally  estimated  ranges  from  50  to  100 
years.  The  sediment  yield  within  the  watersheds  above  the  principal 
DWB  large  storage  reservoirs  generally  ranges  from  low  to  very  low. 

24.  Comment.  "The  statement  regarding  System  Improvements  is  grossly 
inadequate.  Commitment  to  major  construction  at  Foothills  would  be 
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highly  Inappropriate  in  the  absence  of  a  thorough  study  and  evaluation 
of  the  efficiency  of  the  existing  DWB  water  distribution  system." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  Transmission  system  losses  are  estimated  by  the  DWB  to 
be  6  percent  and  are  reported  in  the  DWB  annual  reports.  An  expanded 
discussion  has  been  added  in  the  Water  Conservation  Alternative  in 
Chapter  8  of  this  FES. 

25.  Comment.  "The  Draft  Statement  underestimates  the  seasonal 
component  of  demand,  that  water  used  for  irrigation." 

Commenter  73 

Response.  The  typical  residential  customer  (a  family  of  four 
persons)  used  about  191,000  gallons  per  year  (130  gdc)  (DWB,  April 
1974).  About  40  percent  or  76,000  gallons  (52  gdc)  was  related  to 
irrigation  use.  Data  on  commercial,  industrial,  parks,  golf  courses, 
etc.,  uses  of  treated  water  related  to  irrigation  was  not  available. 
If  one  assumes  that  the  52  gdc  represents  an  average  per  capita  per 
day  use  of  treated  water  for  irrigation  related  use,  regardless  of 
whether  people  live  in  apartments,  duplexes,  townhomes,  or  single- 
family  dwellings,  this  represents  about  25  percent  of  the  1971-75 
average  per  capita  per  day  use  (215  gdc).  See  expanded  discussion  of 
irrigation  in  the  Water  Conservation  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  this 
FES. 

26.  Comment.  "Additionally,  if  the  annual  per  capita  demand  is  held 
to  the  present,  before  restrictions,  of  188  gds  which  is  .203  af/c/yr 
there  will  be  no  shortage  of  treated  water  until  some  time  between  the 
year  2000  and  2010  using  the  population  projections  on  page  8-9  in 
Table  8-2.   If  only  the  already  planned  100  mgd  recycling  plant  came 
on  line,  400,292  acre  feet  of  water  would  be  available  -  291,  356  acre 
feet  (Figure  8-2,  page  8-8  treated  water  available  in  2001  with  no 
project)  plus  108,936  acre  feet  from  recyclying  [sicH  plant  —  enough 
to  supply  a  population  of  1,900,700  which  far  exceeds  the  estimated 
population  of  1,693,700  to  be  served  in  2010." 

Commenter  130 

Response.  The  average  annual  treated  water  consumed  within  the 
DWB  service  area  during  the  period  from  1971  to  1975  was  215  gdc  (181 
mgd).  Max-day  use  averaged  570  gdc.   Using  the  DRCOG  population 
projections  from  Table  1-4  results  in  the  following  annual  and  max-day 
demand. 
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Year 

Popul at  ion 

Average 

Annual 

Max- 

Max- 

dally 

vol ume 

day 

day 

per 

of  treated 

per 

capita 

water 

capita 

use 

required 

use 

gdc 

acre-feet 

gdc 

mgd 

1971-75 

841,400 

215 

202,600 

570 

480 

1980 

958,400 

215 

230,800 

570 

546 

1985 

1,057,200 

215 

254,600 

570 

603 

1990 

1,162,900 

215 

280,100 

570 

663 

2000 

1,434,100 

215 

345,400 

570 

817 

2001 

1,460,100 

215 

351,700 

570 

832 

2010 

1,693,700 

215 

407,900 

570 

965 

Existing  treatment  plant  capacity  (520  mgd)  is  shown  to  be 
exceeded  in  1980  and  thereafter.  The  annual  volume  of  water  needed 
would  exceed  the  present  reliable  supply  (312,300  acre-feet)  some  time 
between  1990  and  2000.  Holding  water  use  to  the  1971-1975  levels  does 
not  diminish  the  need  for  additional  treated  water  capability  and  raw 
water  supp I ies. 

If  recycling  of  wastewater  for  potable  uses  becomes  practical  in 
the  event  that  the  health  risks  are  overcome,  the  potential  100  mgd 
capacity  represents  just  20  to  25  percent  of  the  additional  treatment 
capacity  projected  to  be  required. 

27.  Comment.  "Demand  projections  are  much  inflated  and  do  not 
reflect  even  the  actual  usage.  What  are  the  actual  consumption  rates? 
What  has  been  the  experience  in  other  areas  of  the  State?  Can  we 
continue  to  squander  our  water  supply  in  such  a  fashion?  The  EIS 
process  needs  to  generate  figures  which  will  give  an  accurate  picture 
of  the  trends,  the  possibilities  of  savings  and  comparisons  with  other 
cities  within  our  region." 

Commenter  129 

Response.  The  average  annual  treated  water  consumed  within  the 
DWB  service  area  during  the  period  1971-1975  was  215  gdc  (181  mgd). 
The  average  max-day  demand  during  the  same  period  was  480  mgd  (570 
gdc).  Water  use  data  from  other  areas  would  be  site-specific, 
reflecting  the  lifestyles,  commercial,  industrial,  and  other  water 
uses  peculiar  to  that  locality.  Discussion  of  potential  water 
conservation  measures  is  presented  in  Chapter  8. 

28.  Comment.  "There  is  no  mention  of  increasing  the  storage  capacity 
for  treated  water  and  what  effect  that  action  would  have  in  mitigating 
the  'shortage'  problem.   It  seems  to  me  that  increasing  the  treated 
water  storage  capacity  could  greatly  reduce  the  magnitude  of  the 
shortage  if  not  eliminate  it  because  peak  day  demands  tend  to  be  both 
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few  in  number  and  never  occurring  in  bursts  of  more  than  several  at  a 
time  in  any  given  summer.  Building  a  water  supply  system  that  meets 
either  the  average  or  root  mean  square  of  summer  demand  is  potentially 
very  much  less  costly  than  one  which  has  to  have  a  thoroughput  equal 
to  the  peak  demand." 

Commenter  132 

Response.  See  the  expanded  discussion  of  treated  water  storage 
in  the  Water  Conservation  Alternative  of  Chapter  8  in  this  FES. 

29.  Comment.  "Some  tables  are  technically  wrong.  Pages  3-10  and 
3-11  Tables  3-1  and  3-2,  they  cannot  be  based  on  1,000  acre 
feet/month,  neither  can  tables  8-1  and  8-2  on  Pages  8-7  and  8-8.   It 
has  got  to  be  over  10-thousand  foot  acre  months." 

Commenter  155. 

Response.  The  figures  are  technically  correct.  The  ordinate  of 
the  figures  are  graduated  in  thousands  of  acre-feet.  Therefore,  the 
peak  of  the  graph  in  Figure  3-1  represents  about  42,000  acre-feet 
(month  of  August).  The  addition  of  individual  monthly  quantities  thus 
determined  will  result  in  the  annual  totals  shown  on  the  figures. 

30.  Comment .  "In  Table  3-2,  Page  3-9,  with  the  project  at  125  MGD, 
the  treated  water  average,  per  capita  per  [sic]  day  use,  is  shown  to 
go  from  208  gdc  in  1975  to  154  gdc  in  2010.  the  statement  fails  to 
outline  the  environmental  impact  resulting  from  such  a  substantial 
reduction  in  water  use  in  a  semi-arid  climate  such  as  that  existing  in 
Colorado." 

Commenter  1 56 

Response.  The  reduction  in  the  average  per  capita  per  day  use  on 
Table  3-2  is  a  result  of  the  assumption  that  additional  raw  water  is 
not  available.  Should  there  be  additional  raw  water  supplies 
developed  and  the  treatment  plant  expanded  to  500  mgd,  the  average  per 
capita  per  day  use  as  shown  on  Table  1-4  is  anticipated  to  be 
satisfied  through  2001.  The  footnote  in  Table  3-2  of  the 
Socio-Economic  section  of  this  FES  has  been  changed  to  better  show 
it's  intended  usage. 

31.  Comment.  "The  statement  failed  to  point  out  that  the  260  MGD 
plant  at  Marston  cannot  achieve  this  treatment  capacity  under 
conditions  arising  from  low  water  levels  and  increased  turbidity  in 
Marston  Lake.  Under  such  conditions  the  treatment  capacity  of  the 
Denver  Water  Board  system  will  be  less  than  520  MGD  as  stated  on 
Page  2-5  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement." 

Commenter  156 
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Response.  The  capacity  of  the  Platte  Canyon  Inake  to  Marston 
Lake  is  210  mgd.  The  normal  operational  storage  in  Marston  Lake  is 
7576  acre-feet  (or  50  mgd  for  49  days  if  storage  is  full  at  the 
beginning  of  49-day  period).  Operational  constraints  are  acknowledged 
in  Chapter  2,  Utilities  subsection  of  Socio-Economic  section  In  this 
FES. 

32.  Comment.  "I  have  a  few  more  points:  Section  2  describes  the 
present  environment.   It  does  not,  in  the  section  on  lifestyles  or  In 
the  discussion  of  water  use  on  pages  2-5  and  2-6,  estimate  what 
percentage  of  the  water  supplied  to  Denver  Water  Board  users  is 
wasted." 

Commenter  207 

Response.   The  Water  Conservation  Alternative  in  Chapter  8 
presents  measures  which  may  reduce  waste. 

33.  Comment.   "It  is  plain  from  Figure  3-1  and  from  the  discussion  of 
water  resources  in  Sections  2  and  3  that  with  or  without  Foothills, 
water  shortages  will  occur  in  Denver  by  1988,  if  conservation  measures 
are  not  adopted.  Even  with  Foothills  at  full  capacity  we  can 
evidently  expect  adequate  water  supplies  only  through  the  year  2001, 
if  present  levels  of  consumption  continue.   It  seems  to  me  that 
building  Foothills  only  puts  off  the  hard  decisions  for  a  few  years. 
The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  does  not  address  these  long-term 


Commenter  207 

Response.  The  FES  acknowledges  the  potential  for  increased  water 
demand  after  2001  (see  Table  1-4).  The  long-term  concerns  are  real, 
particularly  since  water  is  a  finite  resource.  However,  this  FES  has 
addressed  the  implications  of  the  proposed  action  principally  during 
the  next  twenty-three  years.  Other  actions  will  be  required  at  the 
turn  of  the  century. 

34.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fo I  lowing  comment.  "The  first  question  that  obviously  comes  up  when 
you  pick  up  an  EIS  is  what  the  proposed  action  is  it's  talking  about. 
The  summary  and  report  states  that  the  project  would  also  include  a 
water  treatment  plant  with  an  ultimate  capacity  of  500  million  gallons 
per  day.  Yet  I  note  that,  according  to  the  figures  on  page  1-38  and 
1-55,  both  the  tunnel  feeding  the  plant  and  the  conduits  from  it  are 
ultimately  designed  for  a  capacity  of  700  mgd.   I  don't  quite 
understand  how  this  jibes  with  the  theoretical  upper  capacity  of  the 
plant." 

Commenters  72  and  214 


9-55 


Response.  The  tunnel  is  designed  to  deliver  500  mgd  to  the 
treatment  plant  when  the  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir  would  be  at  its 
lowest  operating  level  (5,935  feet).  At  the  highest  normal  reservoir 
level ,  it  would  be  capable  of  del  ivering  a  maximum  flow  of  710  mgd. 
No  Phase  3  is  planned. 

The  proposed  Foothills  Tunnel  would  have  a  capacity  to  the 
treatment  plant  of  710  mgd  with  the  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir  water 
surface  at  elevation  6,002  feet.  With  the  water  surface  elevation  at 
5,935  feet,  the  capacity  would  be  500  mgd. 

The  treated-water  conduits'  (conduit  No.  27  and  second  parallel 
conduit)  ultimate  capacity  of  700  mgd  with  the  plant  at  500  mgd  will 
enable  the  DWB  to  meet  the  max-hour  demand  for  treated  water 
anticipated.  This  would  be  accomplished  by  drawing  upon  the  clear 
water  storage  located  at  the  plant  site  (see  Map  1-7)  in  addition  to 
the  plant  output.  The  conduits  from  the  treatment  plant  which  are  a 
part  of  the  treated-water  transmission  system  are  sized  to  meet  the 
max-hour  demand.  The  treatment  plant  plus  clear  water  storage  would 
provide  the  necessary  treated  water  to  satisfy  the  max-hour  demand. 
Max-hour  demands  with  the  plant  at  500  mgd  are  estimated  to  be  700 
mgd. 

Further,  current  tunnel  boring  devices  are  either  of  a  4-1/2  inch 
or  10-1/2  inch  boring  size.   Since  the  4—1/2  inch  machine  would  not 
provide  an  adequate  sized  tunnel,  the  10-1/2  inch  machine  was  proposed 
by  DWB  to  be  utilized  for  this  project.  This  does  give  a  1  to  2  inch 
larger  tunnel  (710  mgd  capacity)  than  needed  but  not  for  the  purposes 
of  having  a  third  phase  to  the  plant. 

35.   Comment.  "It  also  appears  that  the  claim  that  Foothills  will 
allow  the  existing  life  styles  to  be  maintained  until  2001  is  a 
misrepresentation.   In  addition  to  the  inconsistency  of  the  above 
statement  with  this  claim,  the  construction  schedule  seems  at  odds 
with  the  needs.   Between  1988  and  1990,  the  total  reliable  annual 
water  supply  (312,300  ac-ft)  will  be  utilized  regardless  of  the 
Foothills  project.   Yet,  the  500  MGD  expansion  facility  will  be 
constructed  between  1986  and  1998  based  on  the  assumption  that 
additional  raw  water  will  be  obtained  via  one  of  three  water  supply 
alternatives.   No  comment  is  made  as  to  when  the  facility  will  be 
operable,  1998?   If  so,  then  shortages  will  be  realized  in  the 
interim." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   If  treated-water  demands,  i ncrease  as  projected, 
additional  raw  water  supplies  will  need  to  be  available  by  1988.  The 
second  125  mgd  unit  at  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  would  also  be 
required  to  be  operational  by  1988.  With  development  of  the 
appropriate  raw  water  supplies  and  treatment  capacity,  no  shortages 
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would  be  anticipated  between  1988  and  2001,  thereby  continuing  present 
lifestyles  until  the  year  2001. 

36.  Comment.  "The  DIES  states  (p.  3-13)  that  with  the  initial  125 
MGD  capacity  of  the  plant,  there  wi I  I  be  no  impact  on  water  resources 
or  water  quality  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  We  believe  that  with 
the  operation  of  the  125  MGD  facility  there  would  still  be  impacts  on 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  that  the  siting  of  the  facility  precludes 
all  options  other  than  new  transbasin  diversons  (concepts  A,  B,  C)  as 
part  of  water  supply  alternatives  for  needs  to  be  met  beyond  1985." 

Commenter  78 

Response.  Quantities  of  water  anticipated  to  be  diverted  from 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  with  no  expansion  of  the  DWB  west  slope 
collection  and  storage  systems  are  anticipated  to  be  the  same  with  the 
Foothills  Plant  at  125  mgd  and  without  the  plant  (see  Chapters  2 
and  3).   Increases  in  the  annual  treated-water  demand  beyond  the 
existing  raw  water  supplies,  whether  or  not  additional  treatment 
capacity  is  provided,  will  require  the  development  of  new  water 
sources. 

The  potential  of  exchange  of  transbasin  effluent  and  acquisition 
of  water  rights  is  not  precluded  by  the  proposed  siting  of  the 
Foothills  Plant.  Additional  studies  giving  estimates  of  the 
quantities  of  water  that  may  be  derived  and  quantities  that  are 
necessary  are  acknowledged  in  Chapter  8,  Alternate  New  Sources  of  Raw 
Water . 

37.  Comment.   "Additionally,  the  max-day  per  captiause  [sic]  figures 
as  shown  in  Table  1-4,  p.  1-17  begin  at  614  gpc  for  1980  and  increase 
to  742  gpc  by  the  year  2010.   These  figures  seem  unreasonably  high  in 
I  ight  of  the  max  use  day  figure  of  355  gpc  for  the  drought  summer  of 
1977.   In  view  of  continuing  DWB  watering  restrictions,  it  would  , 
appear  doubtful  that  per  capita  use  could  almost  double  in  the  space 
of  three  years." 

Commenter  79 

Response.   The  projected  treated  water  demands  reflect  conditions 
in  which  no  restrictions  in  water  use  are  effected.  Water  use  in  1977 
reflected  restrictions  on  the  outside  use  of  treated  water.   In  1973 
per  capita  use  of  water  reached  a  high  of  608  gallons  on  a  single  day. 
See  additional  discussion  in  the  Water  Conservation  Alternative  in 
Chapter  of  this  FES. 

38.  Comment.   "The  figures  used  in  the  Draft  for  projected  average 
per  capita  consumption  and  per  capita  peak  day  demands  are 
considerably  higher  than  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  occur  under 
normal  conditions.  The  Draft  assumes  average  per  capita  consumption 
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figures  starting  at  226  gallons  per  person  per  day  in  the  year  1980 
and  increasing  to  233  gallons  per  person  per  day  by  2010  while  the 
maximum  day  per  capita  rate  of  consumption  starts  at  514  gpd  in  1980 
and  increases  by  77  percent  to  742  gallons  per  person  per  day  in  the 
year  2010. 

"These  figures  appear  to  be  considerably  inflated  when  compared 
with  current  average  consumption  trends.  Over  the  last  five-year 
period,  the  average  per  capita  consumption  has  been  around  210  gallons 
per  person  per  day.   The  Draft  projects  that  this  rate  of  consumption 
will  increase  by  16  gallons  per  person  per  day  to  the  226  gpd  figure 
within  the  next  three  years  by  1980.   And  then  over  the  following  30 
year  period  —  from  1980  to  2010  —  the  consumption  rate  will  increase 
only  at  a  rate  of  one  quart  per  person  per  year.   No  explanation 
whatsoever  is  given  for  this  major  discrepancy  between  the  actual 
current  consumption  trends  and  projected  trends." 

Commenter  127 

Response.   The  annual  per  capita  use  in  1974  was  225  gdc  (DWB 
Annual  Report).   The  projected  treated  water  demands  are  derived  using 
a  multiple  regression  analysis  technique  involving  population, 
precipitation,  temperature  and  time  data.   The  precipitation  and 
temperature  data  represent  drier  and  hotter  conditions  than  average  in 
order  to  appropriately  size  facilities  and  accommodate  the 
unpredictability  of  the  c I  imatol ogical  conditions  experienced  in  the 
Denver  area. 

39.   Comment.   "Table  3-2,  for  reasons  discussed  above,  does  not 
represent  a  meaningful  assessment  of  alternative  future  water 
requirements  in  the  DWB  service  area." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   Table  3-2  is  not  intended  to  array  alternative  future 
water  requirements.  Paragraph  2,  Chapter  3,  under  Municipal  and 
Industrial  Water  Systems  describes  the  purpose  of  the  table. 
Different  levels  of  treated  water  use  are  depicted  in  Chapter  2, 
Future  Without  the  Project,  of  this  FES. 

The  annual  per  capita  use  in  1974  was  225  gdc  (DWB  Annual 
Report).  The  projected  treated-water  demands  are  derived  using  a 
multiple  regression  analysis  technique  involving  population, 
precipitation,  temperature,  and  time  data.  The  precipitation  and 
temperature  data  represent  drier  and  hotter  conditions  than  average  in 
order  to  appropriately  size  facilities  and  accommodate  the 
unpredictability  of  the  cl  imatolog ica I  conditions  experienced  in  the 
Denver  area. 
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40.  Comment.   "Re:   Assumption  #4.   'Current  water  use  trends' 
described  in  the  DES  do  not  account  for  cycical  [sic]  variations 
inc I imate  affecting  water  supply  and  use.  Again,  the  assumption  of 
population  growth  being  exogenous  from  water  resource  development  is 
incorrect;  water  is  obviously  a  constraint  to  growth." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   The  reliably  available  raw  water  supply  (312,300  acre- 
feet)  estimate  is  the  result  of  a  simulated  operation  of  the  DWB 
system  during  the  period  from  1947  to  1965.   The  streamflow  data 
utilized  reflected  the  climatic  variations  experienced  during  the 
period.   The  projected  water  demands  are  predicated  on  the  future 
population,  experienced  temperature  and  precipitation  conditions,  and 
time.  Reliably  new  raw  water  supply  is  discussed  under  Purposes  and 
Needs  section  of  Chapter  1  and  Water  Resources  section  of  Chapter  2  of 
this  FES.   Projected  demands  are  discussed  in  footnote  5,  Table  1-4, 
of  the  Purpose  and  Needs  section  of  Chapter  1  of  this  FES. 

41.  Comment.   "Recycling  is  inadequately  addressed,  especially  the 
relative  cost  for  recycling  in  the  future." 

Commenter  101 

Response.  Recycling  is  discussed  to  the  degree  data  on 
environmental  effects  and  costs  are  available  in  the  Raw  Water 
Alternatives  section  of  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

42.  Comment.  "Water  Quality.  The  Denver  Metro  area  has  just 
completed  a  208  Water  Qual  ity  Management  Plan.  This  plan  is  based  on 
existing  flows  in  the  South  Platte.   If  flows  are  reduced,  it  would 
appear  that  a  higher  level  of  treatment  at  increased  costs  will  be 
required.   Certainly  a  plan  as  significant  as  the  208  Water  Quality 
plan  should  be  incorporated  into  this  analysis." 

Commenter  1 29 

Response.  The  flows  in  the  South  Platte  River  will  not  be 
reduced  as  a  consequence  of  the  125  mgd  treatment  facility.   See 
Tables  2-31  and  3-3.   Some  seasonal  variation  may  be  expected  under 
125  mgd  project  conditions  as  compared  to  the  projected  non-  project 
condition.   See  Tables  2-32  and  3-4.   See  the  208  study  reference  in 
Water  Quality  subsection  of  the  Water  Resources  section  of  Chapter  2 
of  the  FES. 

43.  Comment.  "Even  putting  recreation  concerns  aside,  I  can't 
understand  how  you  can  describe  a  water  project  without  talking  about 
the  water  that  is  going  to  be  left  in  the  river  when  you  are  through. 
'We  want  to  see  this  information  in  the  DES,  and  we  want  to  see  it  in 
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one  readily  understandable  chart,  not  scattered  throughout  the 
report. '" 

Commenter  100 

Response.  The  hydrologic  information  was  presented  where  it  was 
felt  it  would  be  the  most  relevant.  Tables  2-31  of  the  Water 
Resources  section  of  Chapter  2  of  this  FES,  2-32  of  the  Summary 
section  of  Chapter  2  of  this  FES,  and  Tables  3-3  and  3-4  of  the  Water 
Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  of  this  FES  summarize  this  information. 
In  addition,  in  Chapter  8,  flow  impacts  are  discussed  under  the 
heading  "Features  and  Operation"  for  each  raw  water  concept 
alternative. 

44.  Comment .  "It  would  appear  that  the  minimum  streamflow  release  of 
60  cfs  in  the  summer  would  be  about  a  I  I  the  water  in  the  stream  from 
Strontia  Springs  to  the  Platte  Canyon  Intake  Diversion  Dam  during  low 
flow  periods  such  as  was  experienced  this  entire  summer.  No 
projections  of  monthly  flows  when  operating  under  the  exchange  plan 
are  provided  in  the  statement;  although  Table  3-5,  which  is  missing  in 
the  statement,  may  contain  this  data.   If  it  does  not,  then  the 
statement  should  be  revised  to  include  a  table  to  show  monthly 
streamflows  in  this  reach  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  'exchange'  of 
112,000  acre-feet  of  water  to  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  estimates  of  the  proposed  exchange  reflected  in 
Chapter  8  reflect  a  decrease  in  flows  downstream  of  Strontia  Springs 
Dam  to  as  low  as  10  cfs  (Concept  A).  Maintenance  of  larger  minimum 
flows  would  result  in  less  exchange  capability.  As  stated  in  Water 
Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  FES,  "minimum  streamflow 
requirements,  sewage  effluent  exchange  criteria,  and  supplies  derived 
from  water  rights  acquired  but  not  yet  fully  defined  may  reduce  the 
estimated  water  supplies  in  the  concepts  presented."  The  exchange  of 
112,000  acre-feet  is  actually  both  exchange  and  acquisition  of  water 
rights  (see  Concept  A,  Table  8-7).  The  discussion  of  exchange  is 
appropriately  located  in  Chapter  8  of  this  FES.  Alternate  New  Sources 
of  Raw  Water,  in  Concepts  A,  B,  and  C. 

45.  Comment.   "On  page  2-28  it  states  the  North  Fork  of  the  South 
Platte  River  was  designed  to  handle  a  sustained  flow  of  680  CFS  and  a 
peak  discharge  of  1020  CFS  for  'short-lived  periods.'  The  North  Fork 
flows  at  about  500  CFS  now.  An  additional  580  CFS  is  needed  to  handle 
the  additional  500  mgd  for  the  new  facilities.   It  would  appear  that 
flows  would  be  in  excess  of  present  channel  capacity  in  the  North 
Fork.   The  DES  needs  a  statement  that  North  Fork  will  be  studied  prior 
to  increasing  flows  above  680  cfs,  as  increasing  flows  above  this 
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amount  could  result  in  loss  of  the  limited  area  suitable  and  available 
for  recreation.   (See  pages  2-103  and  3-59.)" 

Commenter  55 

Response.  The  average  flow  of  a  stream  does  not  represent  the 
stream  channel  capacity  to  carry  water.  As  is  shown  on  page  2-30, 
paragraph  5,  Water  Resources  section  of  Chapter  2  of  this  FES, 
instantaneous  flows  greater  than  the  average  have  occurred. 

The  capacity  of  a  natural  stream  channel  increases  as  the 
contributing  drainage  areas  increases  or,  in  other  words,  in  a 
downstream  direction.  The  natural  channel  of  the  North  Fork  between 
Grant  and  Bailey  was  inadequate  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  Roberts 
Tunnel  diversion;  therefore  channel  stabilization  works  were 
implemented.  Flows  at  Grant  in  June  have  averaged  255  cfs 
(Table  2-11)  and  at  South  Platte  in  June  490  cfs.  Future  flows  in  the 
North  Fork  with  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  at  125  mgd  are  displayed 
on  Table  3-4.  August  average  flows  are  estimated  to  be  325  cfs  at 
Grant  and  442  cfs  at  South  Platte.  Expansion  of  the  plant  to  500  mgd 
will  create  a  potential  instantaneous  flow  requirement  at  Strontia 
Springs  Diversion  Dam  of  about  775  cfs  (580  cfs  more  than  at  125  mgd). 
Not  all  of  this  flow  would  have  to  be  provided  from  the  Roberts  Tunnel 
via  the  North  Fork  as  is  discussed  in  Chapters  1,  3,  and  8  of  this 
FES. 

46.  Comment.  "In  the  second  paragraph  on  page  1-19  there  is  a 
discussion  of  the  Denver  Water  Board  having  rights  to  a  total  average 
raw  water  supply  of  312,200  acre  feet  annually.  Please  explain  how 
this  conclusion  is  reached." 

Commenter  50 

Response.   The  existing  DWB  facilities  which  collect,  store,  and 
divert  raw  waters  from  various  locations  in  the  South  Platte  River  and 
Colorado  River  watersheds  are  operated  pursuant  to  water  rights 
obtained  under  Colorado  Water  Law.  The  reliable  average  annual  water 
supply  resulting  from  the  operation  of  these  facilities  is  estimated 
to  be  312,300  acre-feet  (see  Table  2-9). 

47.  Comment.  "Page  3-14,  last  paragraph:  Average  flows  are  often 
cited  but  are  of  little  value  unless  maximum  and  minimum  flows  are 
also  included." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   For  the  period  1964-1973  the  historic  flow  of  the 
South  Platte  River  at  South  Platte  varied  from  a  maximum  of  5,040  cfs 
in  1970  to  a  minimum  of  37  cfs  in  1964.   Estimated  average  monthly 
discharges  of  the  South  Platte  River  below  Strontia  Springs  Dam  with 
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the  project  at  125  mgd  are  shown  on  Table  3-5.   Information  on  maximum 
and  minimum  flows  at  various  locations  is  presented  in  the  Water 
Resources  section  of  Chapter  2  (Table  2-14).   The  discussion  of 
maximum  instantaneous  diversions  at  Strontia  Springs  and  Platte  Canyon 
Intake  is  presented  in  Purpose  and  Needs  section  of  Chapter  1  and  in 
the  Water  Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  FES. 

48.  Comment.   Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:    "The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  address  the 
adequacy  of  the  Draft  ES.  This  Draft  discusses  the  environmental 
impact  on  the  area  immediately  around  the  proposed  projects.  The  Draft 
also  describes  various  social,  economic  and  environmental  aspects  of 
the  present  Denver  metropolitan  area.  However,  it  does  not  address 
the  environmental  impact  of  greatly  increasing  the  treated  and  raw 
water  supply  of  a  large,  water-hungry  city  situated  in  the  middle  of  a 
semi-  arid  region." 

Commenters  104,  147,  169,  173,  and  220 

Response.  This  is  a  site-specific  project-oriented  environmental 
statement.   It  is  not  meant  to  be  an  overview  ES  for  Denver  growth; 
therefore,  the  information  presented  does  not  address  current 
lifestyles'  correctness  or  incorrectness.  This  question  is  more 
appropriately  left  to  local  options.   In  Chapter  3  of  the  FES,  it  is 
stated  that  the  major  impact  is  still  the  maintenance  of  current 
lifestyles  for  the  DWB  service  area  until  2001. 

49.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "But,  I  think  that  chart  amply  shows  that  the 
projection  in  the  EIS,  in  fact,  is  not  an  extension  of  past  history. 
You  can  sort  of  guess  where  it  came  from,  it  is  an  extension  of  the 
peaks,  and  what  this  constitutes  then  is  terribly  misleading  figures, 
and  they  have  done  the  same  thing  with  peak  uses.  They  have  misled, 
they  have  exaggerated  the  shortages,  they  have  exaggerated  the  peak 
day  shortages,  and  this  whole  thing,  every  table  that  exists  in  the 
Impact  Statement  dealing  with  water  figures  is  wrong  and  must  be 
redone." 

Commenters  92  and  101 

Response.  This  information  was  taken  from  DWB  historical  water 
use  data.  Where  a  projection  is  shown,  the  historical  trends  were 
analyzed  to  determine  future  conditions.  This  analysis  has  shown  peak 
day  shortages  in  the  past  and  it  may  be  assumed  that  given  like  future 
conditions  these  shortages  will  reoccur  and,  in  fact,  given  increased 
consumption,  they  will  increase  in  occurrence.  The  record  of  the  DWB 
is  not  one  of  system  failure  and  inability  to  provide  treated  water 
service.  Planning  criteria  of  utilities  generally  calls  for  the 
consideration  demand  conditions  which  are  not  expected  to  be 
frequently  experienced. 
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50.  Comment .  "It  is  our  strong  suggestion  that  these  problems  with 
the  meaning  of  gcd  be  clearly  described  and  that  any  conclusions  on 
individual  water  use  be  avoided  entirely." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  gallons  per  day  per  capita  (gdc),  on  an  average 
annual  basis,  is  utilized  as  a  unit  of  analysis  throughout  the  text  of 
the  statement.   It  is  clearly  described  in  various  locations 
throughout  the  text.  The  use  in  drawing  conclusion  on  an  individual 
basis  cannot  be  avoided,  especially  in  Chapters  3  and  8. 

51.  Comment .  "It  is  in  this  area  of  the  future  availability  and 
costs  of  water  to  the  consumer  without  the  Foothills  Project  that  I 
feel  this  Draft  Environmental  Statement  does  not  adequately  address." 

Commenter  119 

Response.   The  future  availability  of  water  has  been  discussed  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  statement  in  the  Future  Environment  without  the 
Project  section.  ES  preparation  policy  excludes  a  detailed  discussion 
of  cost  analysis. 

52.  Comment.  "As  I  say,  the  final  Statement  should  explicitly  state 
the  source  of  these  fundamental  figues  [sic].   It  is  just  incredible 
to  be  holding  this  hearing  on  the  basis  of  wrong  facts." 

Commenter  101 

Response.  The  final  ES  attempts  to  show  sources  where  all  basic 
data  were  derived. 

53.  Comment .  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Paragraph  2.  Since  the  reliable  annual  water 
supply  would  be  inadequate  to  meet  annual  demand  between  1985  and 
1990,  you  'should  mention  in  C+he3  final  document  the  socio-economic 
implication  that  —  tremendous  pressures  will  be  brought  to  bear  to 
convert  agricultural  water  supplies  to  municipal  supplies  on  the  Front 
Range.'" 

Commenter  96  and  218 

Response.  The  potential  source  of  raw  water  could  be  utilized  at 
such  time  as  the  raw  water  becomes  a  limiting  factor  along  with  many 
other  potential  sources.  Chapter  8,  Raw  Water  Alternatives,  attempts 
to  depict  three  concepts  which  could  be  developed.   It  was  impossible 
to  describe  every  possible  method."  See  also  the  discussion  on 
agricultural  conversion,  Land  Use  subsection  of  Future  Environment 
Without  the  Project  section,  Chapter  2,  of  the  FES. 
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54.  Comment.  "Table  2-15  Page  2-27  in  the  DES  is  utterly  false. 
There  have  been  no  100  year  20  day  floods,  run  off  yes,  but  no  flood 
of  that  duration.   In  fact  all  of  the  tables  in  the  DES  are 
preposterous  based  on  Aurora's  five  year  average  per  capita 
consumption  of  126  gallon/day.  Why  this  tremendous  difference  as 
compared  to  Denver's  208  gallons,  65  percent  more.  Aurora  is  metered, 
Denver  is  54.5  percent  unmetered." 

Commenter  1 55 

Response.  As  shown  in  Table  2-15,  analysis  of  the  historical 
data  indicated  that  such  flood  peaks  and  volumes  may  occur. 
Historically  there  have  been  100-year  floods  of  that  duration.   It  is 
not  known  why  there  is  a  difference  between  Aurora  and  DWB  service 
area  average  annual  gdc.  However,  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  larger 
amounts  of  industrial  and  commercial  enterprises  in  the  DWB  service 
area  and  the  large  number  of  unmetered  users  would  tend  to  raise  the 
gdc. 

55.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "208  water  quality  planning  is  mentioned  only 
once,  and  then  in  a  cursory  manner  that  it  is  taking  place  in  the 
Denver  Metropolitan  Area.  The  entire  state  is  engaged  in  208  planning 
which  will  be  a  twenty-year  road  map  for  the  future  of  stream  ' 
classifications  and  the  measures  and  treatment  necessary  to  meet  these 
cl assi  f ications." 

Commenters  130  and  136 

Response.   The  water  quality  discussion  has  been  expanded  and 
rewritten  in  the  final  statement  to  include  discussions  of  the 
208  Program.  See  Water  Resources  section,  Water  Quality  subsection, 
in  Chapter  2  of  this  FES. 

56.  Comment.  "The  DEIS  estimates  the  salinity  increase  at  Imperial 
Dam  resulting  from  the  500  MGD  phase  of  this  project  at  7  mg/l 
(page  5-2),  and  also  discusses  a  number  of  direct  impacts  on  west 
slope  fisheries  resulting  from  additional  diversions  (Chapter  8).   It 
does  not  go  into  detail  on  the  secondary  effects  of  these  additional 
diversions,  however.  The  final  Environmental  Statement  should  address 
these  west  slope  water  quality  concerns  and  recommendations  in  more 
detail ." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   The  ES  does  not  estimate  a  salinity  increase  of  7  mg/l 
at  Imperial  Dam  with  the  project  at  500  mgd.  The  7  mg/l  increase  is 
related  to  the  No  Action  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  and  the  DWB 
increased  diversions  through  Roberts  Tunnel  pursuant  to  its  existing 
water  rights.   Salinity  increases  related  to  increased  transmountain 


9-64 


diversions  with  the  project  at  500  mgd  are  presented  in  Chapter  8, 
Alternate  New  Sources  of  Raw  Water.  Secondary,  effects  of  this 
salinity  are  not  discussed  in  this  FES.  See  explanation  at  the 
beginning  of  the  Raw  Water  Alternatives  section  of  Chapter  8  of  this 
FES. 

57.  Comment .  "Other  environmental  impacts  which  should  be  covered 
incl ude: 

"-  Raw  water  flows  and  channelization  problems 
on  the  various  streams  are  not  adequately 
described,  particularly  for  the  500  mgd  level. 
This  is  particularly  true  for  the  North  Fork 
of  the  South  Platte  below  Grant  and  the  flows 
to  be  anticipated  through  the  City  of  Denver." 

Commenter  42 

Response  Raw  water  flows  are  discussed  in  the  text  in  various 
chapters,  and  various  tables  depict  these  flows  for  several  rivers, 
including  the  South  Platte  River  System.  See  the  Water  Resources 
section  of  Chapters  2,  3  and  5  and  Tables  2-7,  2-11,  2-13,  2-14,  2-15, 
2-31,  2-32,  3-3,  and  3-4. 

58.  Comment.  "Table  1-5:  The  values  under  the  heading  'Number  of 
Days  When  Demands  Exceeds  520  mgd'  present  the  numbers  13,  63,  and  73. 
These  values  should  be  changed  to  read  15,  40,  64,  105,  and  134 
respectively.  This  change  is  based  on  recent  updates  of  the  material 
contained  in  the  DWB's  'Methods  of  Meeting  Max  Day  Consumption 
Requirements.'   It  should  be  noted  that  these  values  are  merely 
statistical  values  at  which  demand  can  exceed  a  chosen  value  of 

520  mgd.  During  periods  when  delivery  capacity  is  reduced  by  the 
operational  constraints  mentioned  earlier  more  days  of  demand 
exceeding  delivery  capability  will  occur  than  are  shown  by  the  values 
indicated  above." 

Commenter  74 

Response  The  table  was  presented  merely  to  show  that  it  is 
projected  that  demand  will  exceed  capacity  for  a  steadily  increasing 
number  of  days  each  year.  Thus,  it  was  not  considered  necessary  to 
change  the  figures. 

59.  Comment.  "Page  2- 1  1 3,  Table  2-33:  Under  the  heading,  'Existing 
Environment  .  .  .  '  4.d.  This  statement  is  irrelevant  to  the  issues 
at  hand.  No  federal  action  has  been  requested  which  will  affect  the 
salinity  levels  of  the  Colorado  River.  Therefore,  any  reference  to 
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salinity  levels  in  the  Colorado  River  is  confusing  to  the  reader. 
This  reference  must  be  eliminated." 

Commenter  74 

Response  The  salinity  level  of  the  Colorado  River  is  a  part  of 
the  existing  environment;  without  the  project,  salinity  would  increase 
as  shown  in  Table  2-31,  as  revised  in  the  Summary  section  of  Chapter  2 
of  this  FES. 

60.  Comment.  "Page  3-9,  Table  3-2;  This  table  needs  revision  in 
order  to  eliminate  the  misinterpretation  that  many  readers  obtained 
and  expressed  at  the  public  hearing.  Since  the  Denver  Water  Board  is 
a  continuing  agency  responsible  for  delivering  the  service  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  people  it  serves,  it  is  unrealistic  to  assume  that  raw 
water  will  not  be  developed  as  needed.  Therefore,  this  table  should 
at  least  have  added  to  it  columns  which  represent  projected  facts 
assuming  an  unlimited  raw  water  supply." 

Commenter  74 

Response  Without  specific  elements  in  the  Foothills  Project 
proposal  identifying  measures  to  be  taken  to  provide  the  needed  water 
as  depicted  in  Table  3-2  of  the  Socio-Economic  section  of  Chapter  3  of 
this  FES,  no  realistic  assumption  may  be  shown  as  to  that  water's 
definite  availability.  The  table  reflects  this  unknown.  For  further 
discussion  of  raw  water,  see  the  Raw  Water  Alternatives  section  in 
Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

61.  Comment  "Page  3-10  and  3-11;  Figures  3-1  and  3-2  are 
misleading.  The  graphs  should  be  amended  to  show  the  bar  graphs  which 
indicate  average  percentage  of  raw  water  consumed  per  month.  Then  it 
should  be  indicated  that  the  line  graphs  are  really  connections  of  the 
average  quantities  per  month  and  the  lines  connecting  the  graphs 
average  should  be  shown.  The  shortfall  of  754  acre  feet  should  be 
shown  as  an  average  not  necessarily  occurring  at  the  times  indicated 
in  the  graph.   It  should  also  be  emphasized  that  the  estimated 
shortfall  is  due  to  an  assumed  lack  of  raw  water.  Note:  similar 
remarks  made  concerning  Figures  3-1  and  3-2  on  Pages  3-10  and  3-11 
also  apply  to  Figures  8-1  and  8-2  on  Pages  8-7  and  8-8.   In  addition, 
the  shortages  shown  on  these  figures  are  apparently  based  on 
information  from  Table  2-30  whose  deficiencies  were  commented  on 

ear  I ier." 

Commenter  74 

Response  Utilization  of  bar  graphs  would  be  another  acceptable 
graphic  method  of  showing  the  water  shortages  in  Figures  3-1  and  3-2. 
However,  it  is  felt  that  line  graphs  are  very  adequate  as  well;  no 
change  was  made  in  the  FES. 


9-66 


62.  Comment  "Page  3-65:  The  'b'  subparagraph  under  the  'Water 
Resources'  Environmental  Element  should  be  stricken  since  under 
subparagraph  'a.'  it  is  noted  that  the  impacts  of  the  500  mgd  are 
presented  in  Chapter  8.   In  addition,  this  reference  to  salinity  is 
not  only  irrelevant  but  also  confusing  to  the  reader." 

Commenter  74 

Response  No  matter  which  raw  water  concept  is  utilized,  a 
maximum  instantaneous  demand  for  raw  water  would  exist  at  the  500  mgd 
operating  level  on  the  South  Platte  River  System  at  the  diversion 
point.   No  text  changes  were  made  in  the  FES. 

63.  Comment  "Page  5-2,  WATER  RESOURCES:  References  to  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  need  to  be  revised.  Dn]  The  first  paragraph  in  the 
'Water  Qua  I ity'  Section,  the  first  sentence  correctly  points  out  that 
these  diversions  will  occur,  notwithstanding  the  Foothills  Project. 
Therefore,  it  is  incorrect  to  cite  the  incareses  Csic]  in  salinity, 
etc.  in  the  Chapter  5  because  it  infers  that  effects  on  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  which  cannot  be  avoided  are  realted  to  the  Foothills 
Project." 

Commenter  74 

Response  References  to  salinity  increases  occurring 
independently  from  Foothills  impacts  have  been  omitted  from  Chapter  5 
of  the  FES. 

64.  Comment .   "Table  2-30  projects  the  impact  of  a  population  growth 
as  predicated  by  DRC0G  with  no  new  water  treatment  capacity  added,  and 
Table  3-2  projects  the  impact  of  the  same  population  growth  with  the 

f  irst  phase  of  Footh  ills  —  125  million  gallons  per  day  of  new 
treatment  capacity  —  built  as  planned. 

"The  joker  is  that  in  both  cases  it  is  assumed  that  not  one  drop 
of  additional  raw  water  will  be  developed.  Thus,  when  the  tables  are 
laid  side-by-side,  when  the  present  raw  water  surplus  —  some 
70-thousand  acre  feet  —  disappears,  the  same  number  of  people 
eventually  will  use  about  the  same  amount  of  raw  water  per  day,  on  an 
annual  basis.   In  other  words,  the  raw  water  availability  becomes  the 
ceiling,  and  an  increasing  population  makes  less  available  on  a  per 
capita  basis. 

"Therefore,  I  think  it  would  be  wise  either  to  remove  Table  3-2 
on  the  grounds  that  it  contains  only  part  of  the  story  and  can  be 
easily  misinterpreted  —  as  it  has  been  already  —  or  else  to  add 
tables  showing  impacts  of  Footh i I  I s  at  250  mi  I  I  ion  gal  Ions,  at 
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375  million  gallons  and  the  full  500  million  gallons,  with  adequate 
raw  water  assumed  in  all  cases." 

Commenter  108 

Response  With  no  additional  treatment  facilities,  there  will  be 
a  treated-water  shortage  prior  to  1980.  With  construction  of  the  125 
mgd  plant,  there  will  be  a  treated-water  shortage  prior  to  1990  with 
or  without  increased  water  supply.  With  expansion  to  500  mgd  and  the 
necessary  water  supply  increased,  there  would  be  a  treated-water 
shortage  in  about  2001.  Thus,  Table  3-2  sets  the  pattern  for  the 
different  levels  of  development,  and  no  additional  tables  are 
considered  necessary. 

65.  Comment.  "Page  1-17.  The  quantitative  and  methodological  basis 
of  the  projection  in  Table  1-4  is  not  provided.  The  assumptions 
contained  in  footnote  1  are  controversial,  and  do  not  describe  a 
plausible  range  of  alternative  futures.  The  figures  used  to 
rationalize  the  need  of  the  project  are  based  on  1974  rates.  The  1977 
consumption/use  rates  are  probably  significantly  lower  than  previous 
years  and  should  be  reflected  in  the  DES  analysis  since  they  represent 
the  effect  of  conversation." 

Commenter  69 

Response  Permanent  acceptance  of  water  restrictions,  as 
demonstrated  in  the  summer  of  1977,  as  a  plausible  alternative  future 
for  Denver  metro  population  is  a  matter  of  conjective  at  this  time. 
However  it  is  discussed  in  detail  in  the  Alternatives  section  of 
Chapter  8  of  this  FES.  The  quantifiable  projections  are  based  on 
historical  trend  analysis  within  the  DWB  service  area.  The  1977 
summer  water  restrictions  and  consumption  savings  are  discussed  in  the 
Water  Conservation  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  this  FES. 

66.  Comment  "Page  5-19,  paragraph  numbered  2. a.  and  2.b.  under  the 
'Water  Quality'  heading,  should  be  stricken.  See  our  comments 
regarding  this  subject  matter  on  page  5-2." 

Commenter  74 

Response  Items  2a  and  2b  in  the  FES  Chapter  5  Summary  Table  have 
been  deleted. 

67.  Comment  "Page  5-19,  paragraphs  numbered  l.b.  and  I.e.  are 
examples  of  impacts  which  are  not  necessarily  adverse  but  are  merely 
changes." 

Commenter  74 
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Response  Paragraphs  lb  and  Ic  have  been  deleted  from  the 
Chapter  5  Summary  Table  in  the  FES. 

68.  Comment  "A  notable  deletion  from  the  entire  report  is  the  impact 
of  the  project  on  Aurora's  river  intake  facilities.  The  Aurora  South 
Platte  intake  was  conceived  and  constructed  as  a  'temporary' 
structure.  Completed  in  1967,  this  low  profile  diversion  dam  was  to 
be  shortly  replaced  by  Denver's  Strontia  Springs  dam,  which  was  at 
that  time  in  the  planning  stage.  The  present  dam  provides  no 
sedimentation  and  is  subject  to  considerable  operational  problems 
because  of  sand  and  ice.  Total  blockage  by  ice  and  partial 
restrictions  by  sand  in  Aurora's  Rampart  Tunnels  have  already  occurred 
because  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  intake  structure.  Al  I  three  of  the 
major  alternatives  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  future  Aurora 
diversion  capabilities." 

Commenter  I7I 

Response  As  discussed  in  Description  of  the  Project  in  Chapter  1 
of  this  FES,  a  new  Aurora  intake  structure  is  planned  at  the  Strontia 
Springs  Dam  site.  The  Upstream  Dam  Minor  Alternative  and  the  Low  Dam 
Minor  Alternative  would  also  provide  a  new  diversion  structure  for 
Aurora.  All  three  would  represent  a  very  positive  impact  on  Aurora's 
operational  diversion  of  water. 
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Aquatic  Resources 

1.  Comment.   "A-1  Paragraph  4  -  Limiting  the  clearing  of  vegetation 
is  not  a  'benefit  to  aquatic  life'  rather  a  reduction  of  construction 
impacts." 

Commenter  85 

Response.   The  more  sediment  that  is  entered  into  a  stream,  the 
greater  the  loss  of  the  aquatic  life  due  primarily  to  suffocation. 
Limiting  the  clearing  of  vegetation  resulting  in  low  inflows  of 
sediment  in  the  stream  is  in  mitigating  measure  1  and  is  very 
beneficial  to  the  aquatic  life. 

2.  Comment.   "Page  4-11,  Aquatic  Resources.   I  find  this  section 
terribly  inadequate,  vague,  misleading,  and  deceptive.  Nothing  less 
than  detailed  plans  are  acceptable.  Surely  you  do  not  believe  that 
the  people  of  this  region  will  sit  back  and  buy  a  pig  in  the  poke. 
This  is  the  implication  in  this  section.   It  must  be  corrected." 

Commenter  121 

Response.  This  section  of  aquatic  resources  in  the  Effectiveness 
section  of  Chapter  4  of  the  FES  has  been  rewritten.  Guaranteed  stream 
flows  are  essential  for  the  stream  to  be  highly  productive. 

3.  Comment.   "Page  5-34,  I  ines  28-29:  Documentation  should  be 
provided  for  the  statement  ...   '  .  .  .prey  species  (would  be) 
attracted  to  the  reservoir  and  treatment  plant  area.'" 

Commenter  75 

Response.   Since  these  areas  do  not  presently  exist,  it  is  a 
professional  opinion  that  if  attractive  habitats  would  become 
established,  the  prey  species  would  utilize  them.  Species  normally 
seek  the  habitat  most  suitable  to  their  needs. 

4.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Page  2-37,  third  paragraph,  last  sentence. 
'Detailed  fish  population  data  are  not  available  for  the  North  Fork.' 
This  statement  is  true,  however,  the  data  should  be  available,  is 
easily  obtainable  and  therefore  the  responsibility  of  the  BLM  or  other 
responsible  agencies  to  provide.  No  EIS  of  this  importance  should  be 
submitted  in  incomplete  form.   Is  the  public  not  entitled  by  law  to 
know  what  we  are  to  lose  because  of  this  project?   Is  the  above  a  so- 
called  cop-out?  Because  I  find  many  statements  of  omissions  as  above, 
I  sincerely  wonder  if  this  action  is  purposeful." 

Commenters  121  and  221 
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Response.  While  detailed  data  were  not  available,  enough  data 
were  known  to  generally  describe  the  fisheries  population.  More 
complete  data  would  be  gathered  before  the  channeling  of  the  North 
Fork  by  the  DWB  would  begin.  The  channelization  is  not  a  part  of  the 
Foothills  Project  but  is  project  related. 

5.  Comment.  "Obviously  there  is  a  self-sustaining  self-reproducing 
brown  trout  population  about  the  intake  which  has  existed  since  their 
original  introduction  and  data  on  their  movement  is  a  moot  point.  A 
dam  and  reservoir  controlled  and  limited  flow  below  the  dam  and  above 
the  reservoir  will  have  severe  negative  impacts  on  these  populations. 
Why  not  explicitly  and  succinctly  say  so?" 

Commenter  121 

Response.   The  brown  trout  are  self-sustaining,  but  as  stated 
their  movements  are  debatable.  A  dam  and  reservoir  will  have  negative 
impacts;  the  greatness  of  these  impacts  would  depend  upon  the  type  and 
amount  of  releases.  Water  temperatures  are  critical  to  triggering 
spawning  and  feeding  habits.  Occasional  flushing  action  could  alter 
these  habits  severely  depending  on  the  length,  amount,  and  time  of 
year.  Reservoir  or  impounded  waters  do  create  habitats  favorable  to 
suckers  and  other  rough  fish. 

6.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fol lowing  comment:  "Page  3-22,  second  paragraph.   I  know  of  no 
available  data  for  estimating  that  the  natural  productivity  of  aquatic 
life  in  the  2.6  miles  below  the  dam  construction  area  will  be  reduced 
by  ten  to  twenty  percent  during  the  construction  period.  How  was  this 
percentage  arrived  at?   I  suggest  productivity  may  be  reduced  by 
ninety  percent.  Who  is  right  and  why?" 

Commenters  121  and  221 

Response.  A  change  has  been  made  in  the  Aquatic  section  of 
Chapter  3  of  the  FES.  The  10  to  20  percent  is  the  minimal  figure  of 
loss,  and  it  could  become  90  percent  if  mitigating  measures  are  not 
followed  to  prevent  excessive  loads  of  sediment  entering  the  stream. 
Fish  production  and  recovery  rate  would  also  be  dependent  upon 
sediment  control . 

7.  Comment .  "Page  3-25,  second  paragraph.   I  do  not  agree  with  the 
fifth  sentence  that  says  aquatic  vegetation  in  Dillon  Reservoir  is  a 
menace  to  recreation ists.  By  whose  standards?   I  have  heard  no 
complaints.  The  very  productivity  of  the  reservoir  depends  on  a  lush 
littoral  zone.   It  should  be  allowed  to  remain." 

Commenter  121 
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Response.  There  is  no  impact  on  Dillon  Reservoir  at  the  125  mgd 
development  level;  therefore,  this  discussion  has  been  eliminated  from 
the  final  document.  There  will  be  an  unquanti f iab I e  impact  at  the 
500  mgd  development  level,  depending  on  which  raw  water  concept  is 
used.  See  Raw  Water  Alternatives  in  Chapter  8. 

8.  Comment.  "3-65  Table  3-15  -  Under  aquatic  resources  number  1  -  It 
is  questionable  that  removal  of  1  acre  of  aquatic  habitat  would  result 
in  the  loss  of  192  lbs.  of  trout." 

Commenter  85 

Response.  This  192  pound  loss  is  the  loss  of  64  pounds  of  trout 
per  acre  (Table  2-20)  for  the  3-year  construction  period  when  the  acre 
of  habitat  would  be  out  of  production.  A  number  is  used  to  equate 
with  the  other  numbers  in  Table  3-15. 

9.  Comment.  "3ut  the  authors  of  the  draft  statement  are  not  content 
with  the  use  of  $14,500,000  worth  of  Denver's  water  to  compensate  for 
the  loss  of  a  fishery  estimated  to  weigh  567  pounds;  the  statement 
goes  on  in  paragraph  number  8  on  page  4-3  to  require  that  additional 
compensation  be  provided  in  the  matter  of  developing  stream 
improvements  in  a  section  of  a  stream  which  has  been  described  in  the 
Draft  Statement  as  being  a  poor  fishery  to  start  with.  No  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  the  proposed  stream  improvement  program  was  made  nor  was 
there  even  a  determination  as  to  whether  such  a  program  would  be 
feasible  in  view  of  the  high  flows  of  water  which  can  normally  be 
expected  to  be  encountered  in  the  stretch  of  the  stream  for  which  the 
program  appears  designed." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  bypassing  of  water  and  the  improvement  of  streams 
are  established  mitigation  measures  common  throughout  the  western 
United  States  for  mitigating  environmental  damages  occurring  from 
water  project  equipment.   It  is  assumed  that  the  three-year 
construction  period  will  allow  sufficient  time  to  develop  a  program  to 
improve  this  particular  stream  below  the  dam  down  to  Kassler  Treatment 
Plant  and  that  two  years  is  ample  time  to  implement  the  approved 
program.   Chapter  4  in  the  FES  has  been  expanded  to  better  explain  the 
program. 

10.  Comment.   "Neither  does  it  appear  why  the  'mitigating  measure' 
described  in  the  Draft  Statement  varies  from  the  version  recommended 
made  by  U.S.  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  [sic]  in  1977.  .  .  .  "How 
outrageously  unreasonable  such  a  requirement  would  be  becomes  obvious 
when  it  is  understood  that  its  imposition  would  force  Denver  to  forego 
the  diversion  of  as  much  as  9700  acre  feet  of  water  per  year  on  some 
of  the  most  senior  Platte  River  water  rights  it  owns.  9700  acre  feet 
of  water  can  supply  49,000  people  with  municipal  water  service  and  is 


9-72 


worth,  at  present  market  value,  fourteen  and  one-half  million  dollars. 
.  .  .  The  final  statement  should  recognize  these  facts  and  restore  the 
natural  flow  concept  in  the  treatment  and  description  of  fish  flow 
bypass  stipulations." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  in  the  Mitigation  Measures  section  of  Chapter  4 
in  the  final  statement  has  been  rewritten  to  reflect  this  change.  The 
required  flows  are  not  to  be  released  at  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam. 

11.  Comment.  "Page  1-50,  Para.  1 :   States  stream  will  be  dewatered 
during  construction  but  does  not  say  what  time  of  year,  for  how  long  a 
period  and  what,  if  anything,  will  be  done  about  the  fish  in  the 
stream." 

Commenter  69 


Response. 
Action  section 


The  text  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  1,  Proposed 


12.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "'Existing  diversion  dams  in  the  canyon  do  not 
seem  detrimental  to  fish  populations,  but  do  curtail  fish  migrations.' 

"The  last  phrase  of  this  sentence  is  true,  but  the  first  part  is 
false.   I  believe  it  is  obvious  that  diversion  dams  are  detrimental  on 
the  basis  of  their  intended  uses.  Reduced  water  flows  below  the 
diversions,  occasional  release  of  sediments,  encroachments  of  various 
types  are  directly  responsible  for  reduced  fish  populations.   In  each 
case  the  original  amount  of  fish  habitat  is  reduced  which  is 
responsible  for  reduced  fish  populations." 

Commenters  69  and  121 


Response.  The  text  has  been  revised. 
Resources  section. 


See  Chapter  2,  Aquatic 


13.  Comment.   "Page  5-22,  Para.  2:  Trying  to  estimate  actual  pounds 
loss  is  conjecture  at  best.   Perhaps  impacts  on  habitat  would  be 
better." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   Text  changes  have  been  made.   See  Chapter  3,  Aquatic 
Resources  section. 

14.  Comment.  "Page  4-5,  #1 :  As  previously  stated,  we  are  very 
concerned  as  to  whether  these  flows  of  50  and  60  c.f.s.  can  be 
maintained  in  this  excellent  fishery  below  the  dam.   This  flow  should 
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be  guaranteed  so  it  cannot  be  altered  by  water  exchanges,  etc.  The 
last  sentence,  as  stated,  is  bothersome." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   This  paragraph  was  rewritten  in  the  final  statement. 
See  Chapter  4. 

15.  Comment.   "Page  8-47,  Aquatic  Resources.  The  South  Platte  has  to 
be  extemely  [sic]  productive  to  remain  largely  self-sustaining 
considering  location  and  fishing  pressure." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   The  statement  is  very  true.  The  South  Platte  is  very 
productive  and  heavily  fished.   In  the  example,  300  fishermen  were 
checked  on  12  random  days  (in  August  1973),  and  each  fisherman  spent 
an  average  of  4.35  hours  fishing  and  caught  approximately  .9  fish  per 
hour.   This  indicates  heavy  pressure  from  the  public.  Therefore,  it 
is  very  necessary  for  the  river  to  be  extremely  productive  to  remain 
largely  self-sustaining  (see  Environmental  Assessment  DWB,  1973,  for 
cree I  census,  etc . ) . 

16.  Comment.   "Page  2-37:   The  first  sentence  states  that  '.  .  .  the 
river  is  still  a  highly  productive  sports  fishery  (Table  2-20).'  Use 
of  the  term  'highly'  indicates  a  subjective  conclusion.   It  is 
suggested  that  this  adjective  either  be  dropped  or  the  benchmark 
provided  for  concluding  that  'highly'  is  the  proper  term.   (The  number 
of  pounds  of  fish  would  be  helpful  here.)" 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  text  was  revised  in  Chapter  2,  Aquatic  Resources. 

17.  Comment .   "Page  2-37,  Paragraph  4:  As  noted  in  this  paragraph 
Ten  Mile  Creek  has  been  completely  rechanneled  to  accommodate 
construction  of  Interstate  70.   The  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  expect  this  total  change  of  stream  bed  to 
increase  the  natural  recruitment  of  trout  into  Dillon  Reservoir.   It 
seems  incongrous  [sic]  and  contradictory  to  state  later  within  the  EIS 
document  that  far  less  construction  activity  in  the  South  Platte 
stream  bed  [sic]  within  the  proposed  Foothills  project  site  will 
impact  so  negatively  on  the  South  Platte  River  and  its  fishery." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   A  completely  new  channel,  including  many  and  varied 
stream  improvement  structures,  was  constructed  for  Ten  Mile  Creek. 
This  channel  replaced  a  wide,  shallow,  and  unproductive  flood  plain 
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stream.   The  construction  will  be  in  the  abandoned  channel.   The  new 
stream  wil I  be  much  better  than  the  degraded  stream  it  replaces. 

18.  Comment.   "Page  2-38,  Table  2-20:   This  table  has  been  completely 
misquoted;  the  wrong  numbers  have  been  used,  the  order  of  the  numbers 
has  been  rearranged,  there  are  major  omissions,  and  the  axis  of  the 
table  has  been  switched.   This  table  is  inaccurately  copied  from  the 
source  quoted.   Additionally,  there  have  been  alterations  to  the  table 
which  are  not  explained  in  the  text.  These  changes  were  apparently 
made  to  give  the  original  tables  added  credibility.   Example:  Table 
2-20  appears  in  the  source  quoted  as  Table  A-6  pg .  A-15.   In  study 
Section  2,-  Rainbow  Trout  -  A  zero  (o)  recapture  of  marked  fish  is 
noted.   Therefore,  no  population  estimates  for  that  species  could  be 
made  in  that  section.  However,  such  a  value  is  presented;   but  in  the 
draft  E I S  no  estimate  is  shown.  The  table  must  be  corrected  or 
deleted." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Table  2-20  in  the  Aquatic  section  of  Chapter  2  was 
corrected  in  the  final  statement.   See  Chapter  2  of  the  final 
statement . 

19.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Page  2-59,  Tab  I e  2-21 :   The  number  of  fish  per 
acre  for  the  lower  South  Platte  River  is  not  35  at  2  lbs.   The  number 
should  be  374  at  .17  lbs.  for  a  total  pounds  of  fish  per  acre  of  64." 

Commenters  74  and  85 

Response.  Text  changes  were  made  in  Table  2-21  in  the  Aquatic 
section  of  Chapter  2  in  the  final  statement.   The  correct  figures  are 
350  pounds  at  .2  pounds  for  a  total  of  71.3  pounds  of  fish  per  acre. 

20.  Comment.  "Page  3-24,  last  paragraph:  This  paragraph  which 
concludes  at  the  top  of  page  3-25  provides  the  reader  with  the  wrong 
impression.  This  should  be  rewritten  to  make  it  clear  that  the  effect 
of  any  drawdown  in  Dillon  on  the  fish  population  is  negligible  as  is 
implied  at  the  top  of  page  3-25  and  as  confirmed  by  Mr.  Boaze  in  his 
testimony  on  August  11,  1977.   Since  this  effect  is  speculative  and 
negligible,  this  paragraph  really  should  be  eliminated  from  the  final 
statement." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   This  paragraph  was  deleted  from  the  FES.   There  are 
other  discussions  of  Dillon  Reservoir  located  in  the  various  raw  water 
concepts  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 
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21.  Comment .  "Page  3-57,  Last  Paragraph;  This  paragraph  assumes  no 
stocking  program  for  sport  fish  would  be  undertaken  and  this 
assumption  must  be  noted.  .  .  .This  paragraph  has  an  unstated 
assumption  that  those  agencies  responsible  for  providing  fishing 
opportunities  will  not  carry  out  their  responsibilities  by  stocking 
the  reservoir.  This  assumption  should  be  stated.  Further,  see  our 
discussion  of  page  4-1,  mitigating  measure  7." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  This  paragraph  was  rewritten  in  the  Aquatic  section 
and  Recreation  section  of  Chapter  2  in  the  FES.   It  is  probable  that 
no  fishing  will  be  allowed  in  Strontia  Springs  Dam. 

22.  Comment.  "Page  3-65,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd, ' 
paragraph  numbered  3:  A  phrase  should  be  added  at  the  end  of  this 
sentence  as  follows:   '.  .  .  unless  a  stocking  program  is  initiated.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  No  change  is  needed  because  this  increase  of  biomass 
would  be  non-game.  Even  if  a  stocking  program  were  initiated,  the  put 
and  take  fish  would  be  short-lived  and  would  not  become  a  productive 
population,  but  the  alteration  of  the  environment  would  induce 
non-game  species  production. 

23.  Comment .  "Page  3-71 ,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd,' 
paragraph  numbered  6:  This  assertion  assumes  that  the  reservoir  will 
not  be  managed  for  fishing  and  that  it  will  not  be  stocked.   It  is 
suggested  that  it  be  rephrased  as  follows: 

'Management  of  the  reservoir  will  determine 
its  f  ish  ing  qual ity .  '" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  was  revised  to  indicate  the  loss  of  1.7  miles 
of  stream  fishing.   See  the  Summary  table  in  Chapter  3  of  this  FES. 

24.  Comment .   "Mitigating  measure  No.  7  on  page  4-3  indicates  that 
the  BLM  plans  to  require  Denver  to  bypass  certain  flows  of  water  at 
the  Strontia  Springs  Dam  Site.  The  stated  reason  for  this  requirement 
appears  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  compensatti ng  [sic]  for  the 
conversion  of  1.7  miles  of  free-flowing  stream  to  reservoir  use. 

"Nothing  appears  in  the  Draft  Statement  to  explain  whether  the 
Strontia  Springs  stream  flow  bypass  stipulations  agreed  upon  by  the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Denver  in  1967 
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(Attachment  11A)  have  become  obsolete  by  reason  of  any  changes  in  the 
natural  conditions  on  the  stream." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  agreed  upon  stipulations  would  not  become 
obsolete.  This  mitigating  measure  is  for  this  site  only  and  is  a 
requirement  by  the  BLM  and  USFS;  therefore  no  mention  is  made  of  the 
USFWS  and  Denver  agreement.  No  new  changes  would  be  made. 

25.  Comment .  "Page  5-5,  Paragraph  4  which  continues  on  page  5-7 
should  be  revised  to  reflect  that  the  25-acre  loss  of  riparian  habitat 
referred  to  in  this  paragraph  may  be  excessive  and  if  it  does  occur  in 
that  magnitude,  it  would  occur  over  many,  many  years.  Therefore,  the 
establishment  of  riparian  habitat  around  the  shoreline  of  the 
reservoir  would,  over  these  same  years,  actually  amount  to  a  net 
increase  in  riparian  habitat." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  paragraph  has  remained  as  written  because  of  the 
type  of  reservoir;  riparian  vegetation  will  never  have  the  production 
it  has  now.  The  fluctuating  water  level  and  slope  of  the  land  at  the 
water's  edge  are  two  major  factors  that  prevent  good  riparian  growth. 
Also,  the  27  acre  figure  is  well  within  reason,  and  the  net  loss  is 
only  14  acres. 

26.  Comment .  "Page  5-20,  paragraph  numbered  1.,  under  the 
'Environmental  Elements  of  Aquatic  Resources,'  'Impacts  at  500  mgd,1 
needs  revision  to  demonstrate  the  time  period  over  which  this  possible 
impact  may  occur.  Use  of  the  word  'destroy'  is  an  example  of 
inflammatory  description  of  a  questionable  impact." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  paragraph  has  been  deleted  from  this  table  in  the 
FES,  Chapter  5. 

27.  Comment.  "4-3  Paragraph  1  -  Bypasses  for  fish  flows  should  read 
60  CFS  May  15  to  September  15,  30  CFS  September  16  to  May  14,  or  the 
natural  inflow  whichever  is  less.  The  possibility  of  using  stored 
water  for  fish  flows  under  Colorado  water  law  is  questionable,  and  why 
should  the  DWB  be  given  'consideration'  for  this  in  future  projects? 
Each  project  should  be  evaluated  on  its  own  merits." 

Commenter  85 

Response.  The  text  has  been  rewritten  to  state  natural  inflow  at 
Strontia  Dam  or  the  60  cfs  May  15  to  September  15  and  30  cfs 
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September  16  to  May  14.  The  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph  was 
deleted.  See  Chapter  4,  Measures  section. 

28.  Comment.   "2-43  Table  2-24  -  Footnote  number  2/  does  not  appear 
anywhere  in  the  table." 

Commenter  85 

Response.  Footnote  2  was  removed  from  Table  2-24  in  the  FES. 

29.  Comment .   "Page  5-22,  under  the  heading  'Aquatic  Resources':  the 
discussion  needs  some  revision,  the  statement  assumes  that  there 
would  be  no  stocking  of  this  reservoir.  This  accounts  for  the  low 
biomass  of  game  fish.  This  assumption  should  be  pointed  out.  Another 
observation  with  regard  to  the  last  paragraph  is  that  since  this 
entire  area  receives  an  extreme  amount  of  fishing  pressure  to  the 
point  that  it  is  in  essence  a  'put  and  take'  stream,  the  statement 
should  acknowledge  that  fact  by  referencing  the  language  on  page  2-33 
and  2-37.  Full  disclosure  of  the  degree  of  stocking  which  takes  place 
in  the  subject  area  should  be  made. 

"John  Boaze,  the  task  force  member  responsible  for  the 
preparation  of  the  aquatic  resources  section,  testified  under  oath  on 
August  11  that  the  reservoir  would  support  sport  fish  and  it  would  be 
feasible  to  stock  the  reservoir  and  if  that  were  done  and  access  to 
the  reservoir  were  provided  that  a  higher  poundage  of  sport  fish  could 
be  taken  from  this  1.7  miles  of  stream  than  is  taken  from  this  stretch 
in  its  current  state." 

Commenter  74 


Response.  The  Colorado  DOW  f 
management  plan  should  be  delayed 
if  the  reservoir  were  stocked,  it 
only  be  a  smal  I  percent  of  total  b 
encourages  a  large  growth  of  non-g 
fish.  The  game  fish  would  be  unab 
The  self-sustaining  population  of 
percent  the  game  fish  population  i 
migration.  Table  2-30  (Chapter  2) 
self-supporting  stream  and  the  put 
percentage  of  total  biomass. 


eels  a  final  decision  on  a 
until  more  data  are  assembled.  Even 
would  be  only  put  and  take  and  would 
iomass.  The  habitat  in  a  reservoir 
ame  fish  which  out-compete  game 
le  to  reproduce  in  the  reservoir, 
brown  trout  would  augment  to  a  small 
n  the  reservoir  by  downstream 
shows  the  stream  is  mostly  a 
and  take  of  rainbows  are  a  small 
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Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography 


1.  Comment.  "Our  primary  objection  to  the  OES  is  that  a  design 
earthquake  is  not  selected.  There  is  a  general  discussion  of  the 
Golden  fault  (pg.  2-46),  the  fault  closest  to  the  dam  site  which  has 
documented  Quaternary  movement,  but  more  specific  information  should 
be  included  (i.e.  fault  length,  epicentral  distance,  maximum  expected 
earthquake  magnitude,  and  the  resulting  site  response).  Such 


information  is  essential  to  adequately 
shaking.  A  second  point  of  concern  is 
monitoring  of  the  dam  site  (pg.  4-19). 
preconstruct ion  monitoring  period  shoul 
six  months." 


design  the  dam  for  earthquake 
the  duration  of  m icroearthquake 

The  proposed  two-month 
d  be  increased  to  a  minimum  of 


Commenter  3 

Response.  The  design  earthquake  selected  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  had  a  maximum  credible  earthquake  event  of  a  6  magnitude 
at  an  epicenter  distance  of  15  miles  and  a  focal  depth  of  10  miles. 
Due  to  USGS  input  (Colorado  Geological  Survey),  Harza  Engineering 
reevaluated  the  dam  site  and  determined  that  the  dam  will  withstand  a 
maximum  credible  earthquake  of  7.4  magnitude  at  5  miles  without 
col  I  apse. 

The  conditions  of  monitoring  the  dam  site  have  been  changed. 
Refer  to  the  geology  section  in  Chapter  4  for  the  changes. 

2.  Comment.  "We  are  concerned  about  possible  adverse  impacts  on 
mineral  resources  in  the  vicinity  of  the  water  treatment  plant,  where 
clays,  coal,  and  limestone  have  been  produced  from  numerous  pits, 
mines,  and  quarries.  According  to  the  statement,  the  treatment 
facility  would  strongly  influence  the  use  of  adjacent  lands  as  well  as 
the  site  itself.  Without  a  detailed  field  investigation,  we  cannot 
determine  whether  this  component  of  the  proposed  Foothills  Project 
would,  in  effect,  preclude  recovery  of  mineral  resources  that 
otherwise  might  be  produced.   In  particular,  sequential  use  of  mined 
lands,  such  as  the  proposed  use  of  the  limestone  quarry  in  the  SEisec. 
CsicH  2,  T.  7  S.,  R.  69  W.,  for  sludge  disposal  and  subsequent 
reclamation,  is  desirable  but  only  if  no  active  or  probable  future 
mineral -production  operation  would  be  displaced  and  only  after 
recoverable  mineral  resources  have  been  extracted.  This  matter  should 
be  discussed  in  the  final  environmental  statement." 


Commenter  13 

Response.  The  mineral  potential  of  the  site  for  the  treatment 
plant  was  investigated.  There  are  mineral  values  which  would  be  lost, 
but  based  on  current  economics,  these  values  are  not  of  significant 
economic  importance.  See  Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography  section  in 
Chapter  3  of  the  FES. 


I 
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3.  Comment .  "3)  The  EIS  does  not  indicate  whether  the  spring  at 
Strontia  Springs  will  be  included  in  the  inundated  area.   If  so: 

"a)   If  the  spring  continues  to  produce  water,  would  the  traces 
of  uranium  found  in  it  have  any  effect  upon  our  water  quality? 

"b)   If  water  from  the  reservoir  instead  backs  up  into  the  spring 
underground  channel ,  what  would  be  the  geological  effects?  Would 
there  be  a  significant  loss  of  reservoir  water?  Could  an 
earthquake  result,  as  appears  to  have  occurred  a  few  years  ago  in 
the  Denver  region  when  waste  materials  were  forced  back  into  the 
earth." 

Commenter  72 

Response.  Strontia  Springs  will  be  inundated.  No  abnormal 
traces  of  uranium  have  been  found  in  the  water  of  Strontia  Springs; 
the  anomalies  which  are  found  are  of  radium  and  radon  concentrations. 
These  concentrations  are  not  found  in  large  enough  quantities  to  cause 
any  water  quality  problems. 

The  earthquake  potential  and  engineering  techniques  to  prevent 
water  seepage  along  faults  and  shear  zones  are  discussed  in  Chapter  2. 
There  will  be  no  significant  loss  of  water  into  the  spring  channel. 
The  faults  in  Stevens  Gulch  (from  which  the  springs  issue)  and  other 
faults  are  discussed  in  this  chapter  under  Geologic  Hazards  and 
Prob I  em  Areas . 

4.  Comment.  "Page  5-21 .  under  'Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography,' 
paragraphs  numbered  3.  and  4.  are  insignificant  impacts;  they  should 
not  be  in  a  table  of  this  nature." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Although  these  impacts  may  presently  be  relatively 
minor,  they  are  definite  impacts  which  could  become  more  significant 
over  the  I  ife  of  the  project. 

5.  Comment.  "Page  5-21 ,  under  'Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography,' 
paragraph  numbered  5.  is  not  stated  as  an  adverse  effect  elsewhere  in 
the  text,  it  will  serve  to  revitalize  downstream  fishery  habitat." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  depositing  of  54,400  tons  of  sediment  in  the 
reservoir  is  identified  as  an  impact  in  Chapter  3,  Geology,  Minerals, 
and  Topography  section.  The  reduction  in  sediment  below  the  dam  is 
not  an  adverse  impact;  Table  5-6  (Chapter  5)  has  been  revised 
according  I y. 
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6.  Comment.  "Page  5-21 ,  under  'Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography,' 
paragraph  numbered  6.:  A  use  of  a  resource  can  hardly  be  termed 
adverse.  This  more  properly  belongs  in  Chapter  7,  IRREVERSIBLE  AND 
IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  This  paragraph  is  included  in  Chapter  7,  Geology, 
Minerals,  and  Topography.   It  has  been  deleted  from  Chapter  5, 
Table  5-6. 

7.  Comment.  "Page  3-26,  seventh  paragraph.  The  wording  of  the  first 
sentence  is  misleading  to  the  point  of  favoring  building  of  the  Dam, 
Reservoir,  and  Access  Road.  There  is  little  question  that  the  access 
road  will  be  highly  detrimental  to  the  now  relatively  natural  stream 
bank.   Is  this  paragraph  purposely  deceiving?  Special  attempts  were 
made  by  me  to  inform  the  contractor  of  the  importance  of  stream  banks 
in  running  water  ecosystems." 

Commenter  121 

Response.  This  paragraph  has  been  expanded  in  the  Geology, 
Minerals,  and  Topography  section,  Chapter  3,  in  the  final  statement. 


Soi  I  s 

1.  Comment.   "Deposition  of  waste  as  well  as  rehabilitation  of 
disturbed  sites  should  be  handled  on  a  site  specific  basis.  A 
rehabilitation  plan  should  be  developed  for  each  site  disturbing 
project." 

Commenter  55 

Response.   It  is  not  necessary  within  the  context  of  the  ES 
process  to  specify  exactly  the  rehabilitation  techniques  under 
mitigation  measures  in  Chapter  4.  Mitigation  measures  provide  a 
framework  of  criteria  to  assure  that  optimum  rehabilitation  takes 
p I  ace. 

2.  Comment.   "(3)  The  DEIS  is  not  clear  on  the  amount  of  increase  in 
sediment  from  additional  transmounta i n  diversions  being  carried  in  the 

North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte." 

Commenter  42 

Response.   It  is  not  known  how  raw  water  will  be  provided  to  the 
Foothills  plant  beyond  1988.   The  Raw  Water  Concepts  presented  in 
Chapter  8  are  intended  to  array  only  three  possibilities  which  include 
transmounta i n  diversions;  therefore  no  specific  calculations  on 
sediment  yield  may  be  made  at  the  present  time. 

3.  Comment.   "(1)  The  data  on  the  sedimentation  in  the  Foothills 
Draft  EIS  is  contradictory.  The  sediment  yield  figure  of  .15  acre 
feet  per  square  mile  per  year  (page  2-51)  does  not  correlate  to  the 
stated  silt  storage  capacity  (page  3-2).   Using  the  .15  yield  rate 
(which  the  proponents  obtained  from  the  1974  maps  prepared  by  the 
Colorado  Land  Use  Commisssion  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service), 
sediment  would  reach  100$  of  the  reservoir's  capacity  in  about 

62  years,  rather  than  the  21%    (2110  AF )  indicated  in  the  DEIS." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  The  calculations  provided  in  the  DES  were 
recalculated.   The  sediment  storage  capacity  is  2,110  acre-feet.   If 
.15  acre-feet  per  square  mile  is  used  as  the  sediment  yield  factor, 
166  square  miles  as  the  effective  sediment  yielding  drainage,  and 
75  years  as  the  project  I  ife,  then  within  75  years  the  maximum 
sediment  storage  expected  behind  the  dam  would  be  1,868  acre-feet. 
This  assumes  that  100  percent  of  all  sediment  entering  the  reservoir 
would  be  effectively  trapped  as  planned,  1,868  acre-feet  is  88  percent 
of  the  sediment  storage  capacity. 
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The  Soil  Conservation  Service  sediment  yield  map  is  considered  to 
be  the  best  available  information  to  be  used  in  making  the  above 
cal cu I ations . 

4.  Comment.  "We  invite  your  attention  to  a  potential  danger  of  using 
a  general  map  to  determine  averages  for  project  type  work.  The  SCS 
sediment  yield  map  used  for  the  calculations  states,  'It  should  not  be 
used  for  design  purposes  at  individual  local  sites.'   (P2-51  second 
para.)  We  question,  also,  if  the  same  method  was  used  for  the 
calculations  in  para.  5,  P3-27." 

Commenter  55 

Response.  The  projection  of  sediment  yields  was  based  on  the 
best  information  available  and  was  felt  adequate  for  the  purposes  of 
identifying  impacts. 

5.  Comment.  "Page  2-47,  I  ines  20-21 :  Clarify  '...natural 
productivity  of  the  soil...'  within  context  of  this  sentence." 

Commenter  75 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised.   See  Chapter  2,  Soils 
section . 


■ 


I 
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Terrestrial  Resources 

1.  Comment.  "Pages  2-56  and  2-58  -  general:  Why  is  vegetation  and 
soil  information  included  under  'Wildlife'  heading?  Also,  why  is  this 
writeup  excerpted  verbatim  from  another  study  instead  of  described 
specifically  for  the  study  area?" 

Commenter  75 

Response.   The  inclusion  of  vegetation  and  soils  information 
under  the  Wildlife  section  was  used  to  clarify  and  to  set  the  stage 
for  the  wildlife  summarization  because  of  the  dependence  of  most 
wi I d I  i  fe  species  on  speci  f  ic  vegetation  commun  ities.  The  use  of 
existing  data  and  its  reference  in  this  ES  was  designed  to  save  time 
and  money.   It  is  felt  that  the  existing  information  was  sufficient  to 
adequately  cover  the  pertinent  vegetation  related  subjects. 

2.  Comment.  "I  doubt  whether  either  mitigation  measures  mentioned 
for  the  bighorn  sheep  would  be  viable.  Where  and  how  are  they  going 
to  be  transplanted  and  who  will  pay  for  it.   Handling  and  stress 
certainly  increases  the  incidence  of  disease  and  I  doubt  if  they  would 
survive  after  they  were  brought  to  the  project  area." 

Commenter  57 

Response.   Handling  and  stress  can  cause  problems,  but  if  done 
properly  these  problems  can  be  minimized.  The  handling  and 
transportation  of  any  wildlife  would  be  controlled  by  the  Colorado 
Div  i  s  ion  of  Wi I d I  i  fe. 

3.  Comment.   "Page  3-32,  lines  32-55:  Why  are  impacts  to  wildlife 
discussed  under  Vegetation  heading  when  Wildlife  heading  follows 
immed  iatel y?" 

Commenter  75 

Response.  The  primary  topic  is  vegetation,  but  it  also  includes 
a  cause  and  effect  relationship:   If  certain  habitats  are  lost, 
dependent  animals  cannot  survive.  The  Wildlife  section  is  devoted 
primarily  to  nonvegetat ion  type  impacts  which  could  result  from 
construction . 


4.   Comment, 
statement'  . 
b  iomass. '" 


"Page  5-35,  lines  6-7:  Documentation  is  needed  for 
.  construction  would  result  in  little  net  loss  of 


Commenter  75 


Response.   Text  changes  were  made  in  the  final  statement, 
Chapter  3,  Terrestrial  Resources  section  under  Vegetation. 


See 
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5.  Comment.  "Page  3-34,  lines  22-27:  This  discussion  is  extremely 
confusing  and  contradictory.  First  it  is  stated  that  golden  eagles 
'would  probably'  abandon  existing  eyries  during  construction  and  then, 
in  the  very  next  sentence,  it  is  stated  that  since  the  eagles  are  used 
to  'people  pressure'  they  'would  probably  continue  to  use  the  existing 
nests.'  Although  the  writeup  would  remain  nebulous,  the  contradiction 
could  be  eliminated  by  substituting  'coulds'  for  the  'would 

probab I ys. '" 

Commenter  75 

Response.  Situations  such  as  this  can  only  be  discussed  in  a 
hypothetical  manner  based  on  the  best  available  expertise.  How 
wildlife  (eagles)  may  react  under  certain  circumstances  is  not 
completely  predictable.  The  paragraph  does  attempt  to  discuss  the 
possible  reactions  of  the  eagles  to  construction  activity. 

6.  Comment.   "The  EIS's  discussion  of  birds  in  the  project  area 
appears  to  be  incomplete.  An  examination  of  bird  lists  from  which 
this  discussion  may  be  derived  indicates  that  the  bird  list,  although 
it  names  100  sets  of  species  which  are  common,  occasion  or  rare,  it 
does  not  contain  any  data  about  birds  specifically  impacted  by  the 
project." 

Commenter  131 

Response.  With  birds,  the  main  impact  will  be  the  flooding  of 
riparian  nesting  vegetation  (shrubs  and  deciduous  trees)  with  a 
corresponding  loss  of  habitat  for  such  bird  species  as  warblers,  owls, 
doves,  hummingbirds  and  vireos.   There  will  be  some  trade-offs, 
however,  in  that  waterbirds  such  as  duck,  geese,  phalaropes, 
sandpipers,  and  grebes  may  increase  and  the  increased  shoreline  may 
provide  new  feeding  habitat  for  the  Chatfield  heron  rookery.  The 
value  of  the  area  will  be  increased  if  deciduous  trees  are  allowed  to 
remain  around  the  shoreline  as  they  become  established. 

7.  Comment.   Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 


following  comment:  "The  projected  desertion  by  Golden  Eagles  of  the 
aerie  could  be  mitigated  presumably  by  limiting  construction  of  the 
road  and  the  project  to  a  period  other  than  the  nesting  season,  i.e., 
other  than  March  1  to  July  31.   I  wonder  what  supports  the  EIS 
assumption  that  the  eagles  would  return  to  their  aerie  three  to  four 
years  after  deserting  it  because  of  construction  activity?   Similar 
comments  apply  to  the  Peregrine  Falcon,  the  one  endangered  species 
within  the  project  impact." 

Commenters  131  and  207 
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Response.  Because  of  updated  information,  subject  statements 
related  to  golden  eagle  and  peregrine  falcon  activities  have  been 
deleted  in  the  final  statement. 
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8.  Comment.   "The  power  lines  planned  as  part  of  the  Foothills 
project  thus  have  the  potential  of  being  quite  lethal  of  the  falcons. 
This  is  not  specifically  mentioned  in  the  impacts  section  of  the  EIS." 

Cornmenter   207 

Response.  This  final  statement  has  a  discussion  of  powerline 
impact  on  raptors  on  page  3-40,  Chapter  3.  Mitigation  measure  20  on 
page  4-6,  Chapter  4,  of  this  final  statement  discusses  what  will  be 
done  to  minimize  this  impact.  On  page  8-47,  Chapter  8,  of  this  final 
statement,  a  minor  alternative  is  offered  which  would  totally 
eliminate  any  impacts  of  the  lines  on  the  raptors. 

9.  Comment.   "The  EIS  section  on  the  golden  eagle  on  the  same  page 
states  that  prety  [sic]  species  for  raptors  will  be  attracted  to  the 
reservoir  and  treatment  plant  site.   What  species  would  be  attracted 
and  why  is  not  explained  in  the  EIS.   If  the  reservoir  area  is  to  be 
abject  to  heavy  recreational  use,  as  the  section'  on  mitigation 
measures  suggests,  prey  species  may  not  return  so  easily  as  is 
suggested ." 

Cornmenter    207 

Response.  Text  changes  have  been  made.   See  Chapter  3, 
Terrestrial  Resources  section. 

10.  Comment.   "Page  1-31.   It  is  not  practical  to  cut  products  in 
this  area  and  sel I  them  to  the  publ  ic  due  to  the  area's  isolation, 
steep  slopes,  size  of  material,  and  low  product  values  involved.  To 
be  marketed  this  material  would  have  to  be  hauled  out  for  the  public's 
access." 

Cornmenter  55 

Response.  The  FES  does  not  mention  selling  the  products  to  the 
public.  The  specifics  of  how  to  handle  the  cutting  and  removal  of  the 
timber  would  be  handled  by  a  timber  permit  from  the  agencies  involved. 

11.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "No  mention  is  made  as  to  the  effect  on  the  bald 
eagles.  They  also  are  protected." 
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Commenters  31  and  37 

Response.   Little  is  known  of  the  use  of  the  area  by  southern 
bald  eagles  which  nest  along  the  South  Fork.   Since  they  have  not  been 


observed  in  the  project  area,  it  is  assumed  that  they  do  not  frequent 
that  portion  of  the  river. 

12.  Comment.  "Page  2-62,  I ines  20-22:  What  'official  list  of  plant 
species  protected  by  Endangered  Species  Act?'  As  stated  in  Chapter  3 
(page  8-52)  the  Federal  Register  I  ists  only  proposed  endangered  plant 
species  for  Colorado  and  the  State  has  not  published  a  list  of 
endangered  plants.  When  and  by  whom  was  Waterton  Canyon  surveyed  for 
endangered  plants?  The  statement  'No  known  threatened  plant  (sic) 
species  occur  in  the  area'  indicates  that  such  a  survey  was  made!" 

Commenter  75 

Response.  The  Federal  Register  list  was  reviewed  as  to  known 
location  of  proposed  endangered  plants.   The  closest  proposed 
endangered  plants  were  at  the  10,000  foot  level  of  Park  County.   In 
addition,  on  June  16,  1976,  the  Colorado  State  University  Computer 
Center  was  contacted  regarding  the  species  listed  in  the  Federal 
Register  and  the  species  listed  as  endangered  in  Colorado.   Computer 
runs  were  made  for  Park,  Jefferson,  and  Douglas  Counties  which 
confirmed  listings.  Text  changes  have  been  made  in  the  final 
statement.   See  Chapter  2,  Terrestrial  Resources  section,  Endangered 
Species  subheading. 

13.  Comment.  "The  Impact  Statement  makes  no  recommendation  or 
anything  as  to  how  you  are  going  to  stop  similar  poaching  during  the 
construction  of  the  dam  at  Strontia  Springs  and  the  tunnel  and  all  the 
rest  of  it." 

Commenter  162 

Response.  The  probable  methods  for  prevention  of  poaching  have 
been  advanced.  Two  methods  are  included  in  the  Proposed  Action:   (1) 
Bus  all  workers  in  and  out  of  the  construction  area,  and  (2)  Employ 
guards  at  the  entrance  gate  who  will  limit  access  to  only  authorized 
personnel . 

State  and  federal  laws  and  regulations  permit  ingress  and  egress 
of  DOW  enforcement  personnel.   The  presence  of  these  law  enforcement 
agencies  will  help  insure  proper  wildlife  management. 

14.  Comment.  "I  do  not  think  that  a  preliminary  study  'To  monitor 
the  effects  of  human  activity  on  the  50-55  head  of  Bighorn  Sheep 
during  the  three  year  construction  period  in  Waterton  Canyon'  is 
necessary.   Past  experience  with  construction  in  the  same  Canyon 
showed  that  the  Sheep  would  be  adversely  affected. 

"Therefore  if  construction  is  approved  better  that  the  Denver 
Water  Board  and  the  Denver  taxpayers  money  be  used  for  the  following 
mitigation . 


"1.  Finanace  the  trapping  and  transplanting  of  the  Bighorn  in 
the  Canyon  for  movement  to  another  area. 

"2.  Upon  completion  of  the  project,  finance  a  study  for  return 
of  the  Bighorn  to  the  Canyon.  This  will  be  to  implement  any  remnant 
herd  or  re-establish  a  viable  herd  there.  This  study  should  include 
the  adverse  effects  that  the  noise  from  the  Dam  and  water  gravity  flow 
would  have  on  the  Bighorns. 

"3.  Finance  the  trapping  and  transplanting  of  Bighorn  Sheep  for 
return  to  the  Canyon  at  completion  of  the  dam." 

Commenter  163 

Response.  Unfortunately,  past  experience  with  construction  does 
not  del ineate  the  actual  adverse  impacts  on  the  sheep  that  appear  to 
have  caused  a  decline  in  sheep  numbers  during  the  last  construction 
period.  There  are  several  assumptions,  some  of  which  appear  to  be 
valid,  but  these  data  necessary  to  substantiate  any  conclusions  are 
missing.  This  monitoring  program  must  be  accomplished  as  a  scientific 
study,  as  casual  counts  or  observations  would  not  supply  the  missing 
information.  The  study  will  give  the  data  needed  for  this  project  and 
will  also  furnish  valuable  information  that  can  be  used  during  similar 
situations.  The  study  will  also  furnish  information  on  bighorn  sheep 
management  in  general . 

Trapping  and  transplanting  the  sheep  would  be  rather  difficult 
and  costly.  Those  that  come  down  to  the  road  could  be  trapped  rather 
easilyi  others  that  remain  in  the  more  rugged  terrain  would  have  to  be 
baited,  trapped  and  transplanted  (probably  airlifted)  to  a  new  area. 
Some  sheep  may  be  killed  or  injured. 

Since  it  is  not  known  how  the  sheep  may  react  to  or  be  affected 
by  the  construction  activity,  prudence  dictates  a  cautious  approach  to 
the  trapping  proposal.  All  factors  must  be  weighed  as  the  cost  and 
effort  to  trap,  transplant  and  return  the  sheep  may  not  be  feasible 
and  have  greater  impacts  than  a  possible  temporary  displacement  of 
some  animals  during  the  construction  period.  The  suggestions  for 
protecting  the  sheep  will  not  be  dismissed  from  future  consideration 
because  an  irreversible  decision  has  not  been  reached.  Should 
monitoring  show  removal  is  necessary,  it  could  be  done  at  that  time. 
As  of  now,  it  is  the  general  consensus  of  knowledgable  wildlife 
personnel  that  the  adverse  impacts  of  construction  activity  would  not 
justify  the  trapping  and  transplanting  operation.   Some  sheep,  those 
that  frequent  the  construction  area,  may  have  to  be  removed. 

Safeguards  to  eliminate  possible  loss  from  poaching  will  be 
included  which  were  not  included  during  the  last  construction.  Who 
pays  the  costs  must  be  resolved  before  construction  is  started. 


15.  Comment.  "We  find  no  discussion  for  mitigating  terrestrial 
wildlife  losses  via  acquisition  of  replacement  habitats.  This 
approach  should  certaily  be  considered  in  the  final  environmental 
statement." 

Commenter  85 

Response.  The  actual  loss  of  terrestrial  habitat  on  public  lands 
would  be  relatively  minor;  therefore  no  discussion  is  offered  for  this 
particular  method  of  mitigation. 

16.  Comment .  "3-33  Paragraph  4  -  The  impact  of  constant  harassment 
and  noise  associated  with  construction  will  have  deleterious  effects 
on  virtually  all  wildlife  not  just  Bighorn  sheep." 

Commenter  85 

Response.  Noise  could  also  affect  other  wildlife,  but  the  sheep 
are  restricted  in  movement  by  limited  habitat.  Because  numbers  are 
few  and  habitat  limited,  the  bighorns  are  given  preferential 
consideration . 

17.  Comment.  "Page  5-5,  Paragraph  3:  the  conclusion  of  this 
paragraph  is  an  overestimate  of  the  adverse  effect.  Of  the  108  acres 
of  vegetation  that  will  be  permanently  lost,  95  of  the  acres  would  be 
under  water  in  the  reservoir  take  zone.  Since  the  reservoir  is 
projected  to  be  of  high  quality  and  since  there  will  be  a  significant 
reduction  in  the  sediment  load  of  the  water  passing  through  the  dam, 
it  seem  [sic]  to  be  a  drastic  overstatement  to  state  that  the 
additional  13  acres  of  vegetation  permanently  lost  out  of  the 
thousands  of  acres  in  the  Canyon  'would  significantly  affect 
terrestrial  habitats,  sediment  yields,  and  water  quality.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  has  been  rewritten  in  the  FES,  Chapter  5, 
Terrestrial  Resources  section. 

18.  Comment.  "Page  5-7,  first  full  paragraph,  (paragraph  1): 
Speculation  and  possibilities  of  impacts  described  elsewhere  in  the 
texts  are  transformed  into  certainties  in  Chapter  5.  For  example,  it 
has  not  been  establ ished  that  there  will  be  i I  legal  ki I  I ings  of 
wildlife.   It  would  be  more  correct  to  replace  the  first  sentence  with 
the  following:   'Adverse  impacts  on  wildlife  species  in  the  project 
area  wi I  I  vary. '" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  5,  Terrestrial 
Resources. 
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19.  Comment.   "Page  5-7,  Paragraph  3:  This  paragraph  should  be 
stricken.  Such  impact  on  the  North  Fork  is  not  guantifying  and  is  not 
part  of  th  i  s  process,  rather  it  relates  to  future  Corps  of  Engineers 
actions.  Secondly,  with  regard  to  any  impact  on  the  American 
peregrine  falcon,  there  is  no  adverse  impact.  See  our  discussion  of 
page  3-34." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  paragraph  has  been  deleted  in  Chapter  5, 
Terrestrial  Resources  section,  of  the  FES. 

20.  Comment.  "Page  3-34,  under  the  heading  'Southern  Bald  Eagle': 
In  a  deposition  taken  on  the  15th  day  of  August,  1977,  Mr.  William  C. 
White  stated  that  generally  the  Southern  Bald  Eagle  inhabited  a 
geographic  area  south  of  the  proposed  project  area  and  further  that  in 
the  discussions  which  took  place  among  experts  and  interested  parties 
regarding  the  endangered  species,  American  Peregrine  Falcon,  no 
concern  was  raised  and  no  discussion  was  had  regarding  the  Southern 
Bald  Eagle.  Therefore,  the  final  statement  should  be  corrected  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion.   See  Attachment  9E." 

Commenter  74 


Response.  This  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  statement. 
Chapter  3,  Terrestrial  Resources  section. 


See 


21 .   Comment.   "Page  3-34,  under  the  heading  'Deer  and  Other  Big 
Game':  The  second  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  therein  which 


states  'Also,  illegal  killing  of  these  animal 
an  unsubstantiated  assertion." 


s  wou I d  take  p I  ace. '  is 


Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  changes  have  been  made  in  the  final  statement. 
See  Chapter  3,  Terrestrial  Resources  section. 

22.   Comment.  "Page  3-68,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd,' 
paragraph  numbered  2.b.:  This  reference  to  impact  on  endangered 
species  needs  to  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  new  information 
available,  referenced  hereinabove.   It  is  suggested  that  this 
paragraph  read  as  fol lows: 

'Peregrine  falcon.  No  adverse  impact  on  this 
species  is  expected.'" 

Commenter  74 


Response.  This  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  statement. 
Table  3-16,  Summary  section  in  Chapter  3  of  the  FES. 


See 
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23.  Comment.  "Page  3-68,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd,' 
paragraph  numbered  2.c:  This  paragraph  overestimates  the  negative 
impacts.  The  statement  regarding  the  golden  eagle  eyrie  is  not 
substantiated  in  the  text.  Conjecture  in  the  text  is  transformed  to 
absolute  statements  in  this  table." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  This  change  has  been  made  in  the  final  statement.  See 
Table  3-16,  Summary  section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  FES. 

24.  Comment.  "Page  3-71 ,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd,' 
paragraphs  numbered  1  and  3:  These  paragraphs  need  to  be  corrected, 
especially  as  they  relate  to  Bighorn  sheep." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  changes  have  been  made  in  the  final  statement. 
See  Table  3-16,  Summary  section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  FES. 

25.  Comment.  "Page  5-7,  Paragraph  2:  This  paragraph  regarding  the 
adverse  impacts  on  the  Bighorn  sheep  population  must  be  revised  in 
accordance  with  our  discussion  of  the  Summary  page." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  final  statement.  See 
Chapter  5,  Terrestrial  Resources  section. 

26.  Comment.  "Page  7-1 ,  Last  Paragraph;  The  third  sentence  should 
be  deleted  in  accordance  with  our  discussion  of  the  American  peregrin 
[sic]  falcon  relative  to  page  3-34." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  changes  have  been  made  in  Chapter  7  of  the  FES, 
Terrestrial  Resources  section. 

27.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Page  2-62:  Under  the  section  entitled  Endangered 
Species,  the  first  sentence  should  be  rewritten  to  clarify  and  update. 
There  is  no  real  evidence  that  the  Peregrine  Falcon  or  the  Southern 
Bald  Eagle  'inhabit  the  project  area.'  By  combining  this  language 
with  'remote  possibilities',  it  is  impossible  to  tell  exactly  what 
species  are  in  the  project  area.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  letter  of 
5  Aug.  77  should  be  referenced  so  that  the  pub  I  ic  is  aware  of  BLM's 
compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  This  will  also  provide 
the  public  with  assurance  that  no  endangered  species  or  habitat  will 
be  disturbed  by  the  proposed  Foothills  project.  This  section  should 
be  further  clarified  by  deleting  the  sentence  regarding  the  northern 
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race  of  the  bald  eagle  proposed  for  the  endangered  list. 
Additionally,  no  documented  black-footed  ferret  sightings  have  been 
made  in  this  area." 

Commenters  74,  75,  93,  and  209 

Response.  The  text  was  revised  in  Chapter  2,  Terrestrial 
Resources  section.  Appendix  3  was  appropriately  updated  in  the  FES. 

28.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
fol lowing  comment:  "Page  2-60:  The  section  entitled  Bighorn  Sheep  is 
deficient  and  in  error.  The  erroneous  statements  and  assumptions 
contained  in  this  section  are  magnified  in  the  Bighorn  Sheep 
discussion  in  chapter  3  on  page  3-33  which  leads  to  the  drastic 
overestimate  of  the  adverse  impact  on  the  Bighorn  Sheep." 

Commenters  55,  65,  74,  and  93 

Response.   It  is  felt  that  statements  made  in  this  ES  relating  to 
bighorn  sheep  are  as  accurate  as  possible.  Different  wild  animals, 
even  within  the  same  species,  may  react  differently  to  the  same 
stimulant.  For  this  reason,  a  definite  statement  of  what  would  be  the 
bighorn  sheep  population's  reaction  to  the  Proposed  Action  is 
impossible.  All  that  can  be  done,  before  the  actions  take  place,  is 
to  assume  what  would  be  the  most  probable  result  based  on  the 
available  expertise  and  data. 

29.  Comment.  "Page  5-22,  under  'Terrestrial  Resources,'  paragraphs 
numbered  a.,  b.,  and  c.  should  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  our 
comments  regarding  page  5-7." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  changes  have  been  made  in  Table  5-5,  Summary 
section  of  Chapter  5,  in  this  FES. 

30.  Comment.  "3-32,  Vegetation  -  Under  this  section  the  statement 
indicates  a  loss  of  riparian  vegetation  and  goes  on  to  say  that 
impacts  on  wildlife  species  would  not  be  significant.  Given  the 
tremendous  yield  (Pounds  per  Acre  per  Year)  shown  for  riparian 
vegetation  on  Table  2-26  this  seems  inconsistent." 

Commenter  85 

Response.  Text  changes  have  been  made  under  Terrestrial 
Resources  in  Chapter  3  of  this  FES. 
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31.  Comment .  "Page  5-21 ,  under  'Terrestrial  Resources,'  paragraph 
numbered  1,  should  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  our  comments 
regarding  page  5-5." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Table  5-6  in  the  Summary  section  of  Chapter  5  has  been 
revised  in  the  final  statement. 


32.  Comment .  "Page  3-34,  under  the  heading  'Golden  Eagle': 
Mr.  Boaze  testified  on  August  11  that  his  research  regarding  the 
distance  of  the  nests  from  the  proposed  construction  activity  led  him 
to  conclude  that  there  would  be  little  impact  and  therefore  no  special 
mitigating  measures  would  be  necessary  to  protect  the  nesting  golden 
eagles." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  changes  have  been  made  in  Chapter  3,  Terrestrial 
Resources  section,  of  the  final  statement. 


I 
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Climate  and  Air  Quality 

1.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Point  Five:  The  DES  contains  false  statements 
regarding  present  and  future  air  quality  in  the  Denver  Region.  The 
DES  cites  a  1974  EPA  study  which  concluded  that  by  1981  carbon 
monoxide  emissions  would  be  reduced  to  acceptable  levels,  and  that  by 
1986  total  vehicle  emissions  of  hydrocarbons  would  be  reduced  to 
limits  allowable  for  human  environments.   However,  the  EPA  study  is 
outdated  and  has  been  superceded  Csic]  by  several  more  recent  studies 
which  were  available  when  the  DES  was  being  prepared." 

Commenters  69,  70,  79,  129,  and  136 

Response.  Appropriate  text  changes  have  been  made  throughout  the 
final  statement  to  include  data  from  more  recent  studies.  References 
to  the  1974  study  have  been  eliminated  and  air  quality  is  discussed 
only  for  the  project  area. 

2.  Comment.  "Page  3-35.   The  DES  contains  a  false  statement  that 
the:   'Use  of  construction  vehicles  would  result  in  emissions. 
However,  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  requires  emission  control  devices 
on  al I  new  vehicles,  incl ud ing  construction  veh icles. '   (p.  3-35). 
Emission  control  devices  are  currently  required  only  on  'light-duty' 
vehicles  and  engines,  which  do  not  include  most  construction  vehicles 
(42  U.S. Co  1857f-1).  Emission  reduction  devices  will  not  be  required 
on  construction  vehicles  until  model  year  1979  (Section  224,  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  of  1977)." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  statement  was  eliminated  from  the  final  statement. 

3.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  catastrophe  which  could  result  from  spillage 
of  toxic  materials  at  the  treatment  plant  during  an  inversion  must 
require  specific  regulations  and  precautions  concerning  the  time  of 
day  and  year  such  chemicals  can  be  transported  and  loaded." 

Commenters  69  and  72 

Response.  Potential  impacts  of  spillage  are  detailed  in  Chapters 
3  and  5  in  the  Climate  and  Air  Quality  section. 

4.  Comment .   Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Therefore  the  BLM  is  required  to  demonstrate  that 
the  proposed  action  is  in  conformance  with  the  State's  Air  Quality 
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Implementation  Plan  (SIP).  The  Final  Environmental  Statement  must 
address  the  consistency  of  the  proposed  action  with  the  SIP." 

Commenters  69,  74,  and  136 

Response.  The  SIP  is  outdated  and  inconsistent  with  the  DRCOG 
population  forecast.   It  is  presently  being  updated  by  the  State's  Air 
Pollution  Control  Division  to  the  DRCOG  forecast.  The  text  in 
Chapter  1  under  Governmental  Actions  and  Chapter  3  under  Climate  and 
Air  Quality  has  been  revised  per  communications  with  the  State's  Air 
Pollution  Control  Division,  the  agency  responsible  for  preparation  of 
the  SIP. 

5.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  consideration  and  analysis  of  the  impact  of 
the  Foothills  Project  on  air  quality  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan  Region 
is  grossly  inadequate.  The  exclusion  of  the  secondary  impacts  of 
Foothills  on  air  quality  is  unacceptable.   In  addition,  the  DES 
contains  several  false  statements  regarding  present  and  future  air 
quality  in  the  regions." 

Commenters  69  and  72 

Response.  Appropriate  text  changes  have  been  made  throughout  the 
final  statement  to  correct  the  fallacies.  The  primary  and  secondary 
impacts  of  this  site-specific  ES  are  detailed  under  the  Air  Quality 
headings  in  various  chapters  throughout  the  text.  The  assumption  in 
this  ES  is  that  the  project  will  not  induce  growth  and,  therefore,  the 
statement  does  not  discuss  the  air  pollution  potential  of  that  induced 
growth . 

6.  Comment.  "Page  3-36.  The  section  on  CI  imate  does  not  address 
cycl  ical  and  long-term  cl  imate  change." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  No  discussion  on  long-term  climatology  is  offered 
since  no  apparent  impacts  may  be  determined  from  the  implementation  of 
the  proposal . 

7.  Comment .  "Securing  the  necessary  air  pollution  emission  permits 
is  a  Department  of  Health  authorizing  action  which  should  be  (and  was 
not)  included  in  Table  1-3  'Summary  of  Authorizing  Actions'.  Since 
the  project  lies  in  a  Commission  designated  air  pollution  control 
area,  all  fugitive  dust  permit  provisions  apply." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  Appropriate  changes  have  been  made  in  the  final 
statement.  See  Chapter  1,  Table  1-3. 
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8.  Comment.  "The  important  consideration  of  the  impact  on  the  Air 
Quality  of  the  metro  Denver  area  for  the  projected  growth  figures 
appears  to  have  been  overlooked." 

Commenter  217 

Response.  This  site  specific  project-oriented  ES  was  not 
considered  to  be  the  place  for  long  range  projections  of  the  growth  of 
the  Denver  metro  area's  infrastructure.  See  assumption  7  in  Chapter  3 
of  the  final  statement. 

9.  Comment.  "In  addition,  this  Section  should  point  out  that  without 
the  Project,  under  reduced  treated  water  supply  with  the  attandant 
[sic]  loss  of  horticulture  and  return  to  a  semi-arrid  [sic]  landscape, 
there  would  have  to  occur  a  marked  increase  in  air-borne  particulate 
matter  and  fugitive  dust." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  text  has  been  changed  in  Air  Quality  subsection  of 
the  Future  Environment  Without  the  Project  in  Chapter  2  and  Air 
Quality  section  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  this  FES 
to  depict  that  an  attendant  loss  of  horticulture  would  create  a  marked 
increase  in  fugitive  dust. 

10.  Comment.   "Page  3-69,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd,'  and 
under  the  heading  'Impact  of  500  mgd':  New  numbered  paragraphs  —  3. 
—  should  be  added  under  the  'Environmental  Element'  of  'Climate  and 
Air  Quality'  which  state  as  follows: 

'The  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  EPA  approved 
State  Implementation  Plan.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.   Text  changes  were  made  in  the  Climate  and  Air  Quality 
section  of  Chapters  2  and  3  detailing  more  clearly  the  relationship 
between  this  project  ES  and  the  site  implementation  plan. 
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Noise 

1.  Comment .  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Noise  levels  are  not  analysed  [sic]  in  relation 
to  ambient  noise  standards  of  the  State  Health  Department.   It  is 
believed  that  the  noise  of  the  water  passing  over  the  dam  and  through 
the  various  project  facilities  wi I  I  have  [sic]  a  significant  impact  on 
wildlife  and  homeowners  alike  for  distances  as  great  as  five  miles." 

Commenters  42  and  69 

Response.  During  the  construction  period,  noise  levels  will  on  an 
intermittent  basis  surpass  State  ambient  noise  standards;  however,  in 
normal  operation,  both  the  dam  and  the  treatment  plant  will  be  far 
below  state  ambient  noise  standards.  This  information  was  derived 
from  the  environmental  assessment  done  by  the  Denver  Water  Board  and 
is  considered  to  be  the  best  information  available.  See  Chapter  3, 
Noise  section. 
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Visual  Resources 

1.   Comment.   "Page  5-9:   At  the  beginning  of  the  section  outlined 
'VISUAL  RESOURCES:   [sic]  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  documentation 
or  guanti f ication  of  visual  impact  is  subjective  and  is  a  function  of 
distance  from  the  impact  and  the  object.  The  sianificance  of  impact 
as  a  function  of  distance  applies  to  all  such  visual  impacts  and  makes 
them  impossible  to  guantify  in  other  than  general  subjective  terms." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Explanatory  appendix  on  BLM  Visual  Resource  Management 
has  been  added.  As  the  appendix  indicates,  it  is  possible  to  guantify 
visual  impacts  in  more  than  general  subjective  terms. 


Comment, 


"A  second  area  in  which  the  DhS  falls  short  is  in  the 


evaluation  of  the  loss  of  the  narrow  rocky  section  of  Waterton  Canyon. 
'Inundation  in  the  Waterton  Canyon  behind  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam 
would  radically  change  the  landscape.  .  .although  this  would 
constitute  a  radical  change,  the  resulting  landscape  would  also  be 
pleasing  to  the  eye'.   (DES  3-42).  The  fact  is  that  not  only  in  the 
inundated  area,  but  also  in  the  shunted  creek  bed  below,  an 
exceptional  mountain  river,  easily  accessible  to  the  common  man  in 
Denver,  would  be  destroyed." 

Commenter  47 

Response.   The  visual  impact  analysis  of  the  inundation  of  a 
1.7  mile  section  of  the  South  Dlatte  River  is  limited  to  impacts  that 
can  be  perceived  by  the  human  eye.   From  that  standpoint,  the 
description  of  the  impact  is  accurate.   It  would  be  a  radical  change 
in  the  existing  landscape;  however,  it  would  also  be  pleasing  to  the 
eye  (as  is  the  existing  landscape).  The  ease  of  access  to  the  South 
Platte  River  in  this  area  and  the  human  use  that  such  access  implies 
has  little  to  do  with  the  assessment  of  the  visual  effect  of  the 
altered  landscape. 


3.   Comment.   "Th 
indicated.  The  r 
adverse  visual  im 
temporary  basis, 
underground.   For 
power  I ines  under 
Th  is  is  especi  a  I  I 
are  key  val ues  an 
recommendation  fo 
BLM  on  September 
Foothi I  I s  project. 

Commenter  55 


e  construction  of  aerial  power  and  telephone  lines  is 

eport  later  points  out  that  this  has  substantial 

pact.  Aerial  I  ines  may  be  satisfactory  on  a 

however,  permanent  installations  should  go 

est  policy  is  to  bury  all  telephone  lines  and 

32  KV  unless  there  are  extenuating  circumstances. 

y  important  in  areas  where  recreation  and  aesthetics 

d  public  use  is  very  diversified  and  intense.  A 

r  burial  was  conveyed  from  the  Forest  Service  to  the 

27,  1974,  in  our  review  and  analysis  of  the  proposed 
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Response.  Chapter  3  assesses  the  impacts  of  this  part  of  the 
proposal.   In  Chapter  4  of  this  final  statement,  mitigation  measures 
(numbers  20,  21,  22,  and  23)  are  given  which  partially  reduce  the 
impact  of  the  aerial  lines.  A  minor  alternative  is  offered  in 
Chapter  8  of  the  final  statement  which  describes  the  underground 
placement  of  these  power  lines  and  telephone  lines. 

4.  Comment .   "On  page  2-72  it  is  stated  about  the  North  Fork  area, 
'Past  and  present  human  use  and  occupation  in  this  area  has  resulted 
in  numerous  encroachments  on  the  natural  landscape.  As  shown  in 
Figure  2-3,  these  encroachments  include  roads,  bridges,  fences, 
buildings,  power  lines,  and  other  indications  of  human  use  and 
occupation.  Due  to  the  extent  of  the  existing  human  alterations  in 
this  area,  it  is  not  considered  highly  sensitive  to  change.* 

"I  take  exception  to  what  I  think  this  statement  implies!   It  may 
be  less  sensitive  to  more  change  of  the  same  kind  as  is  already  there, 
but  I  think  it — and  the  people  who  live  there  or  use  it  for 
recreation — would  be  highly  sensitive  to  the  kind  of  complete  change 
which  the  construction  of  a  dam  in  that  area  would  cause,  and  to  the 
increased  flows  which  might  be  eliminating  the  recreational  use  of  the 
North  Fork." 

Commenter  66 

Response.  The  phrase  "sensitivity  to  change"  refers  to  changes 
to  the  natural  landscape  features  as  they  relate  to  the  existing 
landscape.  The  sensitivity  level  (high,  moderate,  low)  establishes  a 
maximum  acceptable  level  of  contrast  that  a  proposed  action  may  have 
with  the  existing  landscape.  The  features  of  the  proposed  action  are 
then  analyzed  to  determine  their  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape. 

The  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  River  and  Waterton  Canyon  do 
not  meet  the  criteria  established  by  the  BLM  for  "high"  sensitivity. 
The  majority  of  the  area  does  meet  the  criteria  for  "moderate" 
sensitivity  and  a  small  portion  is  rated  "low"  due  to  a  low  level  of 
human  use.  As  shown  in  the  visual  portions  of  Chapters  3  and  4,  this 
does  not  allow  uncontrolled  and  drastic  changes  to  the  existing 
landscape.  See  Appendix  4  (new  addition)  for  an  explanation  of  the 
procedures. 

5.  Comment .   "The  visual  resources  offered  by  Waterton  Canyon  and  the 
North  and  South  Forks  of  the  South  Platte  are  underestimated.  On 

pg.  2-72  of  the  EIS." 

Commenter  68 

Response.  The  analysis  of  the  visual  resources  in  the  proposed 
project  area  was  made  according  to  accepted  BLM  methods.  The  analysis 
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was  reviewed  by  a  landscape  architect  and  found  to  be  accurate  in  his 
professional  opinion. 

6.  Comment.   "  Page  2-72,  Paragraph  3:  The  last  sentence  in  this 
paragraph  is  deceiving.   It  should  be  amended  to  read,  '.  .  .  low 
contrast  values  indicate  that  the  visual  impact  of  the  proposed  action 
will  be  re  I  at i vel y  low  whereas  high  contrast  val ues  i  nd  icate  that  the 
visual  impact  will  be  relatively  high.  Both  of  these  contrast  values 
reflect  a  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  person  establishing  the  contrast 
val ues. '" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  statement  made  in  the  DES  was  accurate  in  its 
present  form.  An  explanatory  appendix  on  BLM  Visual  Resource 
Management  has  been  added.  Making  a  judgment  in  determining  contrast 
values  is  unavoidable.  However,  the  BLM  Visual  Resource  Management 
System  is  designed  in  a  manner  that  minimizes  the  subjectivity 
involved  in  defining  anticipated  impacts.  Also,  these  contrast 
ratings  are  reviewed  by  landscape  architects  for  accuracy  and 
consistency.  Therefore,  the  ratings  are  not  the  reflection  of  only 
one  man's  judgment. 

7.  Comment.   "Page  3-41 ,  I ast  paragraph:   Since  visual  impacts  are  a 
subjective  quantification,  the  last  paragraph  should  be  rewritten  to 
read  as  fol lows:   "One  method  of  measuring  a  visual  impact  of  a 
proposal  on  an  area  is  to  measure  the  proposal's  relative  contrast 
with  the  existing  landscape.  Contrast  would  vary  with  the  specific 
elements  of  the  proposal,  the  specific  locations  of  those  elements, 
and  the  existing  landscape  as  described  by  physical  attributes.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  An  explanatory  appendix  on  BLM  Visual  Resource 
Management  has  been  added.  As  the  appendix  indicates,  it  is  possible 
to  quantify  visual  impacts  in  more  than  general  subjective  terms. 

8.  Comment .   "Page  3-42,  Paragraph  j_:  This  discussion  should  be 
greatly  expanded  to  include  a  discussion  and  explanation  of  the 
formula  used  to  derive  the  visual  management  classes.  This  discussion 
should  include  a  discussion  of  the  4  classes,  and  also  a  discussion  of 
the  symbols  used  on  maps  2-8  through  2-11.   Such  corrections  will 
clarify  the  current  confusing  nature  of  the  paragraph.   Finally,  the 
method  for  arriving  at  the  specific  numbers  listed  in  table  3-12  and 
3-13  on  pages  3-43  and  3-44  should  be  itemized.   In  that  regard,  a 
detailed  discussion  of  'sensitivity'  should  also  occur.   It  should  be 
emphasized  that  sensitivity  in  essense  Csic]  is  a  function  of  the 
number  of  eyes  which  may  see  a  change." 

Commenter  74 
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Response.  An  explanatory  appendix  on  BLM  Visual  Resource 
Management  has  been  added.  As  the  appendix  indicates,  sensitivity  is 
determined  by  several  criteria.  Only  one  of  these  is  a  function  of 
the  number  of  eyes  which  may  see  a  change. 

9.  Comment.   "Page  3-43:   Under  the  column  entitled  'Visual 
Management  Class  Maximum  Contrast  Limit'  the  number  20  should  be 
substituted  for  the  number  24  which  appears  in  that  column." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  al lowable  contrast  is  greater  in  the  short  term 
than  in  the  long  term.  These  numbers  are  accurate  since  they  are  in 
reference  to  the  short-term  impacts. 

10.  Comment .   "Page  3-44,  Tab  I e  3-1 3:  The  entire  chart  should  have  a 
notation,  a  caveat  if  you  will,  to  the  reader  which  reflects  the  fact 
that  any  attempt  to  categorize  the  anticipated  visual  impacts  in  the 
year  2001  is  highly  speculative  at  best.   It  is  dependent  upon  an 
almost  unlimited  number  of  variables." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   Anticipated  impacts  at  the  year  2001  A.D.  must  involve 
some  speculation.  This  need  not  be  repeated  each  time  that  the 
anticipated  impacts  are  discussed. 

The  anticipated  impacts,  however,  are  not  entirely  speculative. 
An  appendix  has  been  added  that  explains  the  BLM  Visual  Resource 
Management  System.   This  system  includes  anticipated  recovery  of 
disturbed  areas  with  the  passage  of  time  when  long-term  visual 
contrast  is  assessed  for  a  proposed  action. 

11.  Comment.   "Paae  3-45:   Fiaures  3-6  and  3-7  are  misleadino  and 
confusing.   Figure  3-6  can  easily  give  the  impression  that  high  flows 
in  the  North  Fork  which  are  attributable  to  Roberts  Tunnel  diversions 
are  causing  the  bank  subsidence  as  pictured.   There  is  no  basis  for 
this  conclusion;  therefore,  it  is  suggested  that  this  figure  be 
removed  in  the  final  statement." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  figures  have  been  deleted  from  the  Visual 
Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  in  this  FES. 

12.  Comment.   "Fi  gure  3-7  is  also  confusing  because  it  is  so  obscured 
by  the  markings  which  attempt  to  delineate  the  existing  river  channel 
and  flooding  areas.   If  the  object  is  to  detect  temporary  flooding 
then  actual  pictures  of  such  an  event  should  be  used  along  with  an 
explanation  of  the  cause.   However,  it  is  suggested  that  figures  3-5, 
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3-7  and  3-8  be  omitted  because  of  their  basic  irrelevance  to  this 
section ." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  figures  have  been  deleted  from  Chapter  3. 

13.  Comment.   "Page  5-46:   The  first  full  sentence  at  the  top  of  the 
page  discusses  photographic  variety.   This  sentence  should  be  deleted 
since  photographic  variety  is  not  explained  anywhere  else  in  the 
statement." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  FES  has  been  revised  in  Chapter  3,  Visual 
Resources  section. 

14.  Comment.   "Page  3-47,  Figure  3-9:  An  explanation  of  the  effect 
of  the  snow  which  covers  the  physical  characteristics  of  the  landscape 
in  this  picture  should  be  provided." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   Each  season  has  its  own  ephemeral  gualities.   It  is 
impossible  to  take  a  photograph  that  does  not  have  some  of  these 
qual  i t ies. 

15.  Comment.  "Page  3-48,  Paragraph  2:   This  paragraph  i s  m i si ead ing. 
The  paragraph  attempts  to  explain  that  the  impact  of  the  Strontia 
Springs  Dam  would  generate  a  large  visual  contrast.  The  last  sentence 
in  that  paragraph  must  be  deleted  and  substituted  with  a  sentence 
explaining  that  the  Dam  is  only  visable  [sic]  in  the  canyon  for 
approximately  two-tenths  of  a  mile.   Viewing  distances  of  the  dam 
crest  road  in  the  staging  area  should  also  be  mentioned  in  their 
respective  sections  so  that  the  short  distance  that  these  visual 
impacts  have  will  be  put  in  perspective.   Substantial  testimony  at  the 
public  hearing  demonstrates  that  many  received  the  wrong  impression 
after  reading  the  draft  statement.   In  reality,  a  visitor  to  the 
canyon  will  not  perceive  the  structure  for  much  of  the  length  of  the 
canyon." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Cursory  examination  of  Map  2-11  clearly  shows  that  the 
dam  would  not  be  visible  for  the  majority  of  the  canyon's  length.  No 
change  is  needed. 

16.  Comment.  "Page  3-48,  Paragraph  5:  This  description  of  the  dam 
crest  road  is  also  misleading.   This  paragraph  in  combination  with 
Figure  5-11  which  appears  on  page  5-50  overestimates  the  visual  impact 
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of  this  road.   It  is  suggested  therefore  that  page  3-50  be  corrected 
so  that  only  the  arrow  be  utilized  to  signify  the  point  at  which  the 
proposed  dam  crest  road  traverses  the  mountain  and  a  second  picture  of 
a  similar  road  from  another  location  be  added  so  that  the  reader  will 
have  the  correct  impression." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Figure  3-11  accurately  portrays  the  route  of  the  Dam 
Crest  Road,  based  solely  on  information  supplied  by  the  Denver  Water 
Board . 

The  subject  paragraph  is  accurate  and  does  not  overestimate  the 
anticipated  impacts  according  to  the  BLM  Visual  Resource  Management 
System. 

17.  Comment.   "Page  3-52,  Figure  3-15:   This  figure  is  very  deceiving 
in  its  current  form.   For  example,  the  greater  the  distance  from  the 
viewer  the  more  pronounced  the  lines  appear  on  the  picture.   If  the 
impact  of  the  telephone  poles  on  the  canyon  i s  to  be  accurately 
represented,  it  is  suggested  that  actual  photographs  of  telephone 
poles  in  a  similar  setting  be  provided  along  side  of  a  picture  of  the 
canyon  area  without  the  benefit  of  the  distorting  impact  of  telephone 
poles  and  lines  being  placed  on  the  photograph  with  heavy  black 
drawings.   Perhaps  actual  pictures  of  telephone  poles  such  as  those 
found  on  page  2-73  could  be  superimposed  on  a  picture  of  the  canyon  to 
provide  the  viewer  a  more  accurate  impression." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  figure  has  been  redrafted  to  more  accurately 
portray  the  anticipated  impacts. 

18.  Comment.   "Page  3-53,  under  the  heading  'Power  and  Telephone 
Lines' :  First,  the  impact  of  the  power  and  telephone  lines  are 
greatly  exaggerated.   Secondly,  the  description  is  misleading.   In 
addition  to  electricity  and  telephone  service,  these  'lines'  will 
provide  communication,  remote  control,  and  monitoring  services.   See 
our  discussion  of  page  4-1.   It  is  suggested  that  this  heading  be 
changed  to  'Power,  Telephone,  and  Remote  Control  Lines. '   Although 
structure  and  linear  characteristics  would  represent  some  contrast, 
the  contrast  would  not  be  nearly  as  sharp  as  that  represented  by 
Figure  3-15  which  is  incorporated  into  the  narrative  on  page  3-53. 
Additionally,  it  should  be  mentioned  that  the  canyon  already  contains 
power  pole  fixtures  from  the  earlier  period  associated  with  the  old 
historic  railroad  grade." 

Commenter  74 
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Response.  Little  remains  of  the  powerline  associated  with  the 
old  railroad  grade.   It  cannot  be  considered  a  significant  factor  in 
this  situation.  The  impacts  of  the  powerlines  and  telephone  lines 
have  been  accurately  assessed  under  the  BLM  system  of  assessment  of 
visual  impacts. 

19.  Comment  "Page  5-58,  Paragraph  U     The  first  sentence  should  be 
corrected  to  reflect  that  on  I y  a  portion  of  the  canyon  would  be 
utilized  by  the  reservoir  and  from  the  remainder  of  the  canyon  the  dam 
could  not  be  viewed." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised.  See  Visual  Resources 
section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  FES. 

20.  Comment.   "Page  3-70,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd,' 
paragraph  numbered  6:  The  impact  from  power  and  telephone  lines  is 
overstated.   It  is  suggested  that  the  impact  be  rephrased  as  follows: 

'Power  and  Telephone  Lines: 

noticeable  linear  impacts.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.   Noticeable  linear  impacts  would  understate  the  impacts 
of  a  structure  that  would  generate  a  visual  contrast  of  22  points 
(2  points  over  the  highest  contrast  al lowed  under  the  BLM  system  in 
any  situation)  . 

21.  Comment.   "Page  5-9:   The  last  partial  paragraph  which  concludes 
on  page  5-10  and  the  first  full  paragraph  on  page  5-10  should  be 
eliminated  from  the  text  because  it  is  stated  elsewhere  that  the  draw 
down  of  Dillon  can  occur  notwithstanding  the  proposed  Foothills 
Project.   Its  inclusion  in  Chapter  5  provides  the  confusing  impression 
that  it  is  in  some  way  related  to  the  project." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  text  has  been  changed.   See  Chapter  5,  Visual 
Resources  section. 

22.  Comment.   "Page  5-10:   Under  the  heading  'Strontia  Springs  Dam' 
the  first  paragraph  should  be  rewritten  to  call  attention  to  the 
reader  that  the  Dam  only  becomes  a  dominate  feature  in  the  Canyon  in 
that  portion  of  the  Canyon  in  which  it  is  visible,  estimated  to  be 
approximately  2/10's  of  one  mile.   Since  the  Dam  is  visible  from  only 
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a  portion  of  Waterton  Canyon,  an  inference  that  it  dominates  the 
entirety  of  the  Canyon  should  be  removed." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  paragraph  is  accurate.  Cursory  examination  of 
Map  2-11  clearly  shows  that  the  dam  would  not  be  visible  for  the 
majority  of  the  canyon's  length. 

23.  Comment.  "Secondly,  this  sub-section  should  point  out  that  since 
quantification  of  visual  impact  is  subjective,  some  individuals  obtain 
pleasure  by  viewing  the  existence  of  a  dam  within  a  canyon.  As  a 
result,  to  some  members  of  the  publ  ic  the  change  will  be  most 
positive." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   In  the  Visual  Resources  section  of  Chapter  5,  the  last 
paragraph  about  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam  states:  "such  a  structure  is 
both  graceful  and  impressive."  No  change  is  needed  since  the 
statement  already  indicates  the  positive  aspects  of  the  proposed  dam. 

24.  Comment .  "Page  5-1 1  :  The  discussion  under  the  heading  'Dam 
Crest  Road',  the  discussion  again  overestimates  the  visual  impact. 
See  our  discussion  of  page  3-48." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  subject  paragraph  is  accurate  and  does  not 
overestimate  the  anticipated  impacts  according  the  the  BLM  Visual 
Resource  Management  System. 

25.  Comment.  "Page  6-2,  Paragraph  2:   The  third  sentence  seems  to 
overestimate  the  relative  rugged  nature  of  the  project  area  in  light 
of  the  fact  that  diversion  dams  exist  and  government  vehicles  often 
traverse  the  area." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  6. 

26.  Comment.   "Page  3-71 ,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd,' 
paragraph  numbered  8:   The  first  sentence  is  a  subjective  observation 
and  should  be  corrected.   It  is  suggested  that  it  be  changed  as 

fol lows: 

'Access  road  could  decrease  wildlife  habitat  and 
will  change  the  aesthetic  appearance.'" 
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Response.  Tnc  paragraph  in  question  is  a  summarization  of  the 
results  of  apply  inn  the  BLM  Visual  Resource  Management  System  to  this 
particular  element  of  the  proposed  action.   It  is  consistent  with  all 
other  discussion  of  visual  and  wildlife  habitat  discussions  relating 
to  the  access  road  in  Chapter  3. 

27.  Comment .   "Pace  5-24,  under  'Visual  Resources,'  paragraph 
numbered  4.  is  not  necesarily  CsfcH  sn  adverse  impact." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   This  pert  of  Table  5-5  of  the  Summary  section  in 


Chapter  5  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  ES. 

28.   Comment .   "Pace  5-24,  under  'Visual  Resources,'  paragraph 
numbered  8.  contains  an  overstatement  of  an  adverse  impact.   See  our 
comments  regarding  page  5-12." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  This  part  of  Table  5-6  of  the  Summary  section  in 
Chapter  5  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  ES. 
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Cultural  Resources 

1.   Comment ■   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:   "It  is  our  understanding  that  compliance  with  the 
environmental  impact  provisions  of  Section  102(2) (c)  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  regulations  thereunder  should  include 
compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966,  as  amended.  The  Foothills  project  statement  is  not  complete 
in  that  it  does  not  contain  evidence  of  full  compliance  with  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act." 

Commenters  45  and  69 

Response.   Simultaneous  compliance  with  these  two  acts  is 
desirable  "to  the  extent  possible"  but  not  reauired.   See  CEQ 
guidelines  §  1500.9a.  BLM  began  preparing  a  106  statement  in 
March  1977  in  full  coordination  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Off icer  (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  An 
effort  is  underway  to  complete  the  compliance  process  prior  to  the 
publication  of  the  final  environmental  statement  so  that  it  can  be 
included  as  an  appendix  to  the  document.   Should  BLM  fail  to  meet  the 
deadline,  a  full  106/2b  documentation  of  effort  will  be  provided  prior 
to  the  beginning  of  the  project. 

2.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:   "We  disagree  that  the  integrity  of  the  Keystone 
Bridge  would  be  'lost  either  through  removal,  destruction, 
modification,  etc'  The  bridge  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  as  an  object,  not  a  site.   It  was  not  I  i sted"because 
of  its  historical  significance  in  place  on  the  old  railroad  bed. 
Moving  the  bridge  would  sti I  I  retain  integrity  of  its  architecture  as 
would  modifications,  i.e.,  building  another  bridge  just  downstream." 

Commenters  55  and  65 

Response.  The  Keystone  Bridge  does  not  presently  appear  on  the 
National  Register;  however,  it  has  been  nominated.  The  auidelines  as 
published  in  34  CFR  800.10  provide  for  certain  criteria  for  the 
determination  of  eligibility  of  a  site.  One  of  these  criteria 
addresses  itself  to  archetecture;  other  criteria  discuss  significance, 
site  integrity,  visual  and  aesthetic  values.  The  architectural  value 
of  the  bridge  is  unquestioned,  but  the  historic  significance  of  the 
site  and  the  visual  and  aesthetic  values  of  the  site  would  be  lost 
should  it  be  removed  or  modified  (see  36  CFR  800.10  and  the  Federal 
Register  dated  September  12,  1977  for  details). 

3.  Comment.   "Page  3-54.  Cultural  Resources:   It  appears  that 
cultural  resources  have  been  adequately  addressed  in  this  document. 
It  is  not  clear,  however,  how  thoroughly  the  potential  impact  areas 
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have  been  examined  for  archeo logical  material.  Obviously,  some  survey 
has  been  completed,  but  this  should  be  clarified." 

Commenter  55 

Response.  The  BLM  district  archaeologist  conducted  a  thorough 
pedestrian  reconnaissance  of  a  I  I  areas  of  potential  impact  not 
previously  investigated  exclusive  of  Conduit  No.  27.  Survey  of  the 
conduit  was  contracted  by  the  Denver  Water  Board  during  the  month  of 
August.  Description  of  these  activities  may  be  found  in  Chapter  2  of 
the  draft  statement  and  in  the  preliminary  case  report  submitted  by 
the  Denver  Water  Board  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer. 

4.  Comment.  "Page  4-5.  Since  the  bridge  is  located  on  National 
Forest  lands  and  is  federal  property,  Forest  Service  concurrence  will 
also  be  necessary.  Also,  wi I  I  the  BLM,  or  wi I  I  the  Denver  Water  Board 
prepare  the  106/2b  statement?" 

Commenter  55 

Response.  BLM  as  lead  agency,  has  the  responsibility  to  provide 
a  106/2b  statement  which  would  cover  all  other  agencies.  BLM 
recognizes  that  the  USFS  owns  the  bridge  and  will  have  concurrence 
responsibilities.  The  preparation  of  a  106/2b  is  being  undertaken  by 
BLM  (as  lead  agency).  The  BLM  will  prepare  and  submit  the  106/2b  to 
the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  when  it  is  completed. 

5.  Comment.   "Page  5-56:  6th  Paragraph— Site  Number  FH-017. 
Pavillions.  The  channel  of  the  North  Fork  of  the  Platte  River  has 
been  channelized  past  this  site;  therefore,  no  future  damage  due  to 
increased  flows  is  anticipated." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  This  paragraph  under  the  Historical  Resources  section 
in  Chapter  3  has  been  removed  from  the  final  statement. 

6.  Comment .   "Page  3-70,  under  the  heading  'Impact  of  125  mgd, '  under 
the  'Environmental  Element'  of  'Archaeological  Resources':  This 
impact  is  overstated.   It  is  suggested  that  this  paragraph  be 
rewritten  to  coincide  more  with  the  text.  Preferably,  this  table 
could  reference  the  section  in  which  this  is  discussed." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  impact  is  still  potentially  significant  due  to 
possible  subsurface  archaeological  sites.  Subsurface  sites 
immediately  imply  stratigraphy — the  rare  keystone  for  analyses. 
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7.  Comment .  "Page  5-14,  Paragraph  4:  There  is  no  basis  within  the 
text  for  the  statement  that  there  will  be  '.  .  .  extensive  impact  on 
archeo logical  resources.'  This  subsection  should  be  corrected  in 
accordance  with  the  Preliminary  Case  Report  which  has  been  prepared  in 
connection  with  106/2b  procedure." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  impact  is  extensive  for  various  reasons:   (1) 
presence  of  a  possible  paleo-indian  component;  (2)  unknown  extent  and 
strat igraphic  deposition  of  lithic  site;  (3)  even  mitigation  by 
excavation  or  testing  is  an  impact  in  that  excavation  is  systematic 
destruction  of  a  site  and  current  thrusts  of  cultural  resource 
management  are  to  avoid  and  protect  sites  rather  than  "salvage"  them. 

8.  Comment .  "Page  5-25,  under  'Paleontalogical  Resources,'  in  both 
columns  the  word  'would'  should  be  changed  to  'could.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Text  has  been  changed  in  Table  5-6  of  the  Summary 
section  of  Chapter  5  of  the  FES. 

9.  Comment.  "Page  3-54,  under  the  heading  CULTURAL  RESOURCES:   It  is 
suggested  that  this  section  be  reviewed  so  that  it  is  totally 
consistent  with  the  narrative  utilized  in  the  Preliminary  Case  Report 
which  is  currently  undergoing  the  Section  106/2b  review.  For  example, 
on  page  3-55,  paragraph  8  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  at  such  time 
as  flows  within  the  North  Fork  reach  a  magnitude  which  necessitates 
bank  improvement,  that  CsicH  a  Corp  of  Engineer  Section  404  Permit 
will  be  required." 

Commenter  74 

Reponse.  The  text  has  been  revised.  See  Cultural  Resources 
section  of  Chapter  3  in  the  FES. 
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Recreation  Resources 

1.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Nowhere  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for 
the  Denver  Water  Board's  Proposed  Foothills  Project  have  I  been  able 
to  find  any  reference  to  the  effect  on  the  South  Platte  River  as  it 
flows  through  Denver. 

"The  draft  statement  does  not  adequately  cover  the  impact  of  the 
Foothills  project  (in  either  125  mgpd  or  500  mgpd  capacities)  on  the 
river  flow  through  the  Platte  river  Greenway." 

Commenters  26,  42,  52,  68,  85,  and  129 

Response.  As  shown  in  Tables  2-31  and  3-3,  the  flows  in  the 
South  Platte  through  Denver  wi I  I  be  the  same  without  the  project  as 
with  the  project  at  the  125  mgd  level.   Concept  A  in  Chapter  8 
indicates  that  at  the  500  mgd  level  with  effluent  exchange,  the  flows 
in  Denver  could  be  reduced  by  as  much  as  90  percent.   However,  before 
any  of  the  raw  water  concepts  could  be  implemented,  a  detailed  ES 
would  have  to  be  prepared.   The  specifics  of  the  impacts  on  the  South 
Platte  Greenway  and  possible  mitigating  measures  would  be  discussed  in 
that  document. 

2.  Comment .   "However,  the  distinction  between  the  short-term 
temporary  impacts  and  the  more  significant  and  serious  permanent 
impacts  is  not  readily  apparent.   For  example,  the  loss  of  18,000 
visitor  days  use  in  Waterton  Canyon  during  construction  is  not  nearly 
as  significant  as  the  permanent  loss  of  the  unique  canyon  features  and 
associated  recreation  opportunities.  This  needs  to  be  clarified  in 
the  final  statement." 

Commenter  38 

Response.  The  Recreation  sections  of  Chapters  3  and  5  have  been 
rewritten  to  better  distinguish  between  the  short-term  and  permanent 
recreation  impacts. 

3.  Comment.   "Recreation  information  used  for  Chatfield  Reservoir 
throughout  the  draft  environmental  statement  is  based  on  the  1974 
Draft  Environmental  Statement,  Chatf iel d  Lake,  Colorado  by  the  U.S. 
Corps  of  Engineers.  The  amount  of  use  projected  in  this  document  is 
not  currently  taking  place.  To  put  this  in  the  proper  perspective, 
data  should  be  obtained  from  the  State  regarding  existing  developments 
and  the  amount  and  type  of  current  recreation  use  at  Chatfield 
Reservoir ." 

Commenters  38 
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Response.  The  text  of  the  final  ES  has  been  revised  throughout 
to  include  current  information  on  Chatfield  Reservoir. 

4.  Comment.  "Chatf iel d-major  alternative.  We  have  found  an 
insufficiency  of  data  regarding  the  problems  associated  with  this 
alternative,  as  well  as  what  (if  any)  positive  recreational  effects 
this  alternative  may  offer.  Not  having  this  information  hampers  a 
valid  comparison  of  recreation  benefits  of  the  canyon  vs.  Chatfield. 
In  particular,  the  Draft  EIS  fails  to  indicate  the  huge  financial 
investments  for  recreation  which  have  occurred  at  Chatfield." 

Commenter  69 

Response  The  Recreation  Resources  section  of  the  Chatfield 
alternative  (Chapter  8)  has  been  revised  to  include  recreation 
benefits  and  investments. 

5.  Comment.  "The  table  does  not  carry  over  one  of  the  most 
important  impacts  from  page  5-16,  i.e.,  that  construction  activities 
would  alter  or  permanently  destroy  many  of  the  unique  and  impressive 
natural  recreational  characteristics  in  Waterton  Canyon.  Also, 
Numbers  6  and  8  will  occur  only  at  500  mgd." 

Commenter  38 

Response.  Table  5-6  in  the  Summary  section  in  Chapter  5  of  the 
final  statement  has  been  revised  to  include  this  information. 

6.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  first  full  paragraph  states  that  construction 
of  2.5  miles  of  non-motorized  access  trail  around  Strontia  Springs  Dam 
and  Reservoir  will  'totally  eliminate  recreation  losses.'  This 
statement  is  very  misleading.  Although  there  may  not  be  a  loss  in  the 
total  number  of  recreationi sts,  the  type  and  quality  of  the  recreation 
experience  will  be  permanently  altered  or  lost.  For  example, 
through-b  icycl ing  will  be  el iminated,  kayak i  ng  wi I  I  be  el  iminated,  and 
the  unique  and  impressive  natural  recreation  features  of  Waterton 
Canyon  will  be  severely  altered.  The  same  comment  applies  to  the 
table  on  page  4-17." 

Commenters  38,  39,  69,  100,  116,  and  214 

Response.  The  Recreation  sections  of  Chapter  4  of  the  FES  have 
been  revised  to  indicate  that  the  access  trail  will  partial  I y  mitigate 
losses  in  recreation  use. 

7.  Comment.  "Page  3-59.  The  effects  of  draw-down  of  44  feet  on 
Dill  ion  Reservoir  would  be  very  substantial  in  terms  of  visual  and 
recreation  impacts.  The  report  does  not  adequately  analyze  and 
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evaluate  the  implications  of  this  as  well  as  possible  meaures  to 
mitigate  the  adverse  impacts  created." 

Commenter  55 

Response.  The  reference  to  a  44-foot  drawdown  at  Dillon 
Reservoir  has  been  deleted  in  the  final  ES.  Drawdown  at  125  mgd  will 
be  the  same  with  or  without  Foothills.  Actual  drawdown  at  500  mgd 
wil I  depend  upon  future  sources  of  additional  raw  water  and  the  means 
by  which  this  water  will  be  transported  to  Denver  as  discussed  in  the 
FES,  Chapter  8.  The  effect  of  each  alternative  on  Dillon  Reservoir  is 
also  discussed  in  the  No  Action  alternative  and  three  raw  water 
concepts  in  Chapter  8. 

8.  Comment .  "I  don't  believe  that  the  importance  and  uniqueness  of 
Waterton  Canyon  is  stressed  nearly  enough.   It  is  my  understanding 
that  Waterton  Canyon  is  one  of  the  10  top  streams  for  river  running  in 
the  Nation.   In  addition,  many  people  use  the  trail  who  would  not 
otherwise  get  out-of-doors  including  the  handicapped  and  blind." 

Commenter  57 

Response.  Chapter  2,  Recreation  Resources,  has  been  revised  to 
include  discussions  of  kayaking  and  handicapped  use. 

9.  Comment.  "We  find  that  in  Chapter  1,  Description  of  the  Proposed 
Action,  there  is  little  mention  of  the  recreation  opportunities 
related  to  the  proposed  Strontia  Springs  Dam  with  the  exception  of  the 
road  from  South  Platte  to  the  upper  end  of  the  reservoir  (page  1-34)." 

Commenter  58 

Response.  Chapter  1  includes  a  discussion  of  the  proposed 
action.  Existing  recreation  opportunities  of  the  area  are  discussed 
in  Chapter  2,  Recreation  Resources.  Potential  recreation 
opportunities  resulting  from  the  proposed  action  are  discussed  as 
impacts  in  Chapter  3  or  are  the  result  of  mitigation  measures 
discussed  in  Chapter  4. 

10.  Comment.   "Discussions  on  pages  2-80  and  2-81  indicate  the 
uniqueness  of  the  Waterton  Canyon  in  terms  of  its  scenic  quality, 
wildlife,  canoeing,  fishing,  cultural  features,  etc.  Two  areas  of 
concern  that  are  not  addressed  include  the  recreation  values  that  the 
estimated  10,000  annual  visitors  place  on  Waterton  Canyon  and  the 
relationship  of  the  canyon  to  future  recreation  planning.  The 
following  topics  should  be  addressed." 

Commenter  58 
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Response.  As  indicated  in  Chapter  2,  Recreation  Resources, 
specific  use  data  for  Waterton  Canyon  is  not  available.  For  that 
reason,  the  values  cannot  be  specifically  addressed.  Various  plans, 
including  the  Colorado  State  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan, 
Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Chatfield  Lake,  and  several  other 
agency  reports  were  considered  in  preparing  the  recreation  sections  of 
the  ES.  None  of  these  had  specific  plans  for  recreational  development 
of  Waterton  Canyon. 

11.  Comment.  "A  better  definition  of  impacts  of  the  dam  and 
reservoir  is  necessary  as  they  relate  to  future  recreation  planning 
along  the  Platte  River.  There  is  no  mention  of  the  impacts  on 
canoeing." 

Commenter  58 

Response.  Although  Waterton  Canyon  has  been  identified  by 
various  sources  as  an  important  recreation  area,  no  definite  plans 
exist  for  future  development.   Impacts  on  white  water  boating  have 
been  included  in  Chapter  3,  Recreation  Resources  section,  of  the  FES. 

12.  Comment.  "A  more  systematic  analysis  of  recreation  user 
sensitivity,  recreation  values,  use  sensitivity,  and  future  receation 
planning  for  the  South  Platte  River  in  the  Waterton  Canyon  should  be 
provided.  Without  an  adequate  description  of  the  proposed  action  or 
recreation  potential,  a  complete  assessment  of  the  recreation  impacts 
associated  with  Foothills  cannot  be  established." 

Commenter  58 

Response.   Specific  information  on  recreation  use  in  Waterton 
Canyon  is  not  available  (see  Chapter  2).   In  addition,  no  agency  or 
organization  has  developed  a  recreation  plan  for  the  canyon.  As  a 
result,  the  recreational  impacts  discussed  in  the  statement  are  based 
upon  estimates  of  current  recreational  use. 

13.  Comment.  "In  some  sections  of  the  DES  recreation  value  seems  to 
be  measured  only  in  terms  of  visitor-use  days  regardless  of  the 
quality  or  content  of  those  days.  This  evaluation  produces  some 
statements  in  the  DES  which  are  misleading  with  regard  to  the  impact 
of  the  proposed  project  (and  its  follow-up  projects  described  in 
Chapter  8)." 

Commenter  68 

Response.   The  quality  of  a  recreation  experience  is  perceived  in 
such  an  individual  manner  that  it  is  impossible  to  measure  or 
accurately  describe.   Visitor  days,  as  indicated  in  the  comment,  do 
not  define  the  actual  number  of  users.  The  unit  of  measure  does 
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indicate  a  level  of  use  pressure  that  is  related  to  the  amount  of  time 
recreation ists  are  spending  in  an  area.  Recreation  visits  indicate 
only  the  number  of  people  involved  with  no  regard  to  the  length  of  the 
visit.  Both  are  used  in  the  draft  where  possible.  However,  much  of 
the  data  available  for  the  area  are  in  one  unit  of  measure  only. 
Without  reliable  conversion  factors,  one  cannot  accurately  use  both 
units  of  measure  for  each  activity  or  area.  The  information  used  is, 
therefore,  the  best  available. 

14.  Comment.   "Throughout  the  DES,  flows  in  the  North  Fork  of  the 
South  Platte  are  described  as  'hazardous.'   It  is  stated  on  pg.  2-83 
that  a  hazard  to  those  using  the  river  exists  when  levels  of  flow  are 
changed  over  a  short  period  of  time.  How  quickly  do  the  flows  change 
at,  for  example,  a  given  point  on  the  North  Fork  between  Foxton  and 
South  Platte?  How  would  these  statistics  compare  to  comparable 
figures  obtained  around  local  reservoirs  and  lakes?  These  questions 
are  relevant  because  the  DES  gives  the  (possibly  false)  impression 
that  the  loss  of  all  or  portion  of  the  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte 
is  not  as  great  as  it  might  be  due  to  hazardous  conditions  created 
even  at  the  current  time  by  water  transport." 

Commenter  68 

Response.  According  to  the  USDA  Forest  Service  Regional  Office, 
changes  in  flow  rates  probably  do  not  constitute  a  hazard  to 
recreation i sts  along  the  North  Fork.   Although  there  are  no 
statistics  relating  accidents  on  the  North  Fork  to  high  flows,  it  is 
felt  that  higher  flows  do  result  in  a  more  hazardous  river.  The  text 
throughout  the  final  ES  has  been  revised  to  include  this  information. 
This  situation  does  not  exist  around  local  lakes  and  reservoirs  on  a 
regular  basis.   If  it  does,  no  data  collection  or  studies  have  been 
done  on  the  subject  for  those  lakes  and  reservoirs. 

15.  Comment.  Several  commenters  expressed  concern  that  the  estimate 
of  10,000  visitor  days  per  year  was  inaccurate  and  felt  that  a  more 
accurate  estimate  would  be  20,000.  Also,  the  expected  increase  in 
recreation  use  in  the  South  Platte/North  Fork  area  was  considered  to 
be  too  low  an  estimate. 

Commenters  69,  84,  116,  and  132 

Response.  The  recreation  use  figures  for  Waterton  Canyon  have 
been  revised  throughout  the  ES  to  reflect  the  estimated  use  is  between 
10,000  and  20,000  visitors  annually.  Use  of  the  South  Platte/North 
Fork  area  is  expected  to  double  by  the  year  2020.   This  is  a  rough 
approximation  of  population  projections  shown  in  Table  4-1. 

16.  Comment.   "We  have  found  a  conflict  of  figures  in  the 
environmental  impact  statement  regarding  what  the  s.a .  avai I ab I e  for 
recreation  would  be  with  this  alternative,  i.e.  1,300  s.a.  cited  on 
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p.  2-103,  and  1,150  s.a.  cited  on  p.  8-83.  Though  recreation  values 

of  the  canyon  are  described,  they  are  not  compared  with  those  of 

Chatfield.  As  a  major  alternative  to  the  project,  this  is  necessary 
to  our  eval uation ." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  two  surface  acre  figures  correspond  to  the  maximum 
and  minimum  pool  levels  when  the  reservoir  is  full.   For  consistency, 
1,300  surface  acres  has  been  used  in  the  final  ES.   The  available 
resources  of  the  two  areas  were  considered  too  different  to  allow  a 
meaningful  comparison  to  be  made. 

17.  Comment.   "Page  8-25,  fifth  paragraph,  second  line:   Delete  the 
term  'high  quality.'   The  long  term  recreational  impact  on 
recreational  activities  in  the  canyon  should  be  added  to  this 
paragraph ." 

Commenter  75 

Response.  As  described  in  Chapter  2,  the  recreational 
opportunities  in  the  canyon  are  considered  to  be  of  a  high  quality. 
Reference  to  the  long-term  recreational  impacts  has  been  added  to  the 
final  ES. 

18.  Comment.  "The  gross  i nsensiti v ity  of  the  authors  to  this  value 
is  revealed  on  page  4-13  where  you  state  that  the  loss  of  recreational 
resources  due  to  the  consturction  of  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam  and 
reservoir  and  access  road  will  be  total  I y  mitigated  by  the 
construction  of  a  paved  trail  around  the  site.   You  completely  fail  to 
understand  what  brings  people  to  the  site  now  and  what  will  bring  even 
more  there  in  the  future —  the  beauty  and  natural  environment  of  a 
largely  undeveloped  canyon.   I  project  that  recreational  use  in 
Waterton  Canyon  will  drop  drastically  if  Strontia  Springs  Dam  is 
built,  and  this  at  a  time  when  outdoor  recreation,  particularly  river 
oriented  recreation,  is  growing  at  a  much  greater  rate  than  the 
general  population.  The  above  mentioned  statement  should  be  revised 
to  show  that  a  severe  drop  in  recreational  use  will  occur,  unless  you 
can  justify  any  other  projection." 

Commenter  84 

Response.  Chapter  4  of  the  final  ES  has  been  revised  to  indicate 
that  the  access  trail  would  "partially"  mitigate  recreation  losses. 
In  addition,  Chapter  3  has  been  revised  to  state  that  it  is  impossible 
to  predict  the  amount  of  recreation  use  lost  due  to  construction  of 
the  dam.   Although  most  uses  would  be  precluded  around  the  reservoir, 
there  may  be  more  intensive  use  of  the  remainder  of  the  canyon  with 
little  resultant  loss  in  total  recreation  use. 
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19.  Comment .  Many  commenters  felt  that  the  loss  of  recreational 
facilities  in  Waterton  Canyon  was  not  sufficiently  addressed  in  the 
DES.  The  general  opinion  was  that  the  destruction  of  Waterton  Canyon 
as  a  recreational  resource  would  create  an  irreplaceable  loss.  These 
commenrers  feel  that  Waterton  Canyon  is  unique  and  no  replacement 
exists  that  combines  all  the  attributes  of  Waterton  Canyon. 

Commenters  47,  57,  58,  66,  68,  112,  125,  and  162 

Response.  The  Recreation  Resources  section  of  Chapter  3  of  the 
final  ES  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  it  may  be  impossible  to 
find  a  specific  site  which  combines  all  the  attributes  of  Waterton 
Canyon.  Chapter  8  under  the  Chatfield  Alternative  has  been  revised  to 
indicate  that  other  similar  areas  such  as  Cherry  Creek  Reservoir  would 
have  to  be  used. 

20.  Comment.  "The  impact  on  boating  on  Dillon  Lake  needs  to  be 
addressed  along  with  greater  analysis  of  the  impacts  on  Summit  County 
generally.  Attachment  #9  is  a  helpful  commentary  and  it  is  suggested 
that  the  maps  of  Dillon  Lake  before  and  after  the  projected  74  foot 
draw-down  be  included  in  the  final  EIS." 

Commenter  42 

Response.   Impacts  on  Dillon  Reservoir  would  occur  when  the  plant 
is  operating  above  the  125  mgd  level.  The  specific  impacts  would 
depend  upon  which  method  discussed  in  Chapter  8  is  used  to  obtain 
additional  raw  water.  The  effect  of  each  alternative  on  Dillon 
Reservoir  is  also  discussed  in  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  three 
raw  water  concepts  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

21.  Comment.  "Then,  in  the  chapter  on  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  proposed  project,  the  complete  and  irreversible  destruction  of  the 
river  by  the  proposed  project  is  not  even  mentioned.  There  is  no 
mention  that  the  river  would  be  completely  destroyed,  and  that  river 
running  would  no  longer  be  possible  whatsoever." 

Commenter  1 00 

Response.  The  loss  of  part  of  the  canyon  to  reservoir 
construction  is  addressed  in  Chapter  3.  Chapter  3,  Recreation 
Resources  section,  has  been  revised  to  include  the  loss  of  kayaking 
opportun  ities . 

22.  Comment.   "The  statement  fails  to  mention  that  many  of  these 
visitors  are  from  the  low  income  sector  or  are  handicapped.  They  are 
the  kind  who  cannot  afford  to  pay  the  fees  charged  at  State  Parks." 

Commenter  1 32 
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Response.  There  is  no  information  available  to  indicate  that  a 
large  percentage  of  the  users  in  the  canyon  are  from  the  low  income 
sector . 

23.  Comment .  "What  are  the  economic  and  recreational  impl  ications  of 
further  channelization  and  increased  stream  flows  on  the  North  Fork  of 
the  South  Platte  River?   It  would  appear  that  several  residences  and 
other  facilities  will  be  affected.  Will  the  road  that  fol lows  the 
stream  for  a  considerable  distance  be  inundated?  An  in-depth  analysis 
was  presented  for  the  construction  of  the  dam  and  the  treatment  plant 
yet  only  cursory  attention  has  been  given  to  the  affects  of 
construction  of  other  related  structures." 

Commenter  129 

Response.  Channelization  efforts  on  the  North  Fork  will  continue 
without  the  project,  and  these  impacts  are  not  a  result  of  the 
proposed  project.  At  the  125  mgd  level,  flows  will  be  the  same  as 
f lows— without  the  project.   Impacts  on  streamf low  at  the  500  mgd  level 
will  depend  upon  the  method  of  obtaining  additional  raw  water  as 
discussed  in  Raw  Water  Alternatives  section  Chapter  of  the  FES. 

24.  Comment.   "The  complete  channelization  of  the  North  Fork  will 
have  great  impact  on  the  people  living  in  and  using  that  area.  The 
South  Fork  stream  flow  conditions  during  and  after  construction  are 
not  spelled  out.  The  present  recreational  uses  of  the  South  Ford 
CsicH  are  presented  in  a  very  negative  way  and  leaves  the  impression 
that  any  alteration  of  the  area  would  be  for  the  better  should 
Foothi  Ms  be  bui  It." 

Commenter  145 

Response.  Channelization  of  the  North  Fork  will  continue  without 
the  proposed  project;  therefore,  associated  impacts  are  not  evaluated 
in  the  ES.  As  stated  in  Chapter  3,  stream  flows  in  the  South  Fork  are 
not  expected  to  change.  The  present  recreation  use  of  the  South 
Platte  was  presented  using  the  best  information  available.  The 
description  is  not  intended  to  imply  that  any  alteration  due  to 
construction  of  the  Foothills  project  would  be  for  the  better. 

25.  Comment.  "The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  deficient 
in  its  treament  of  Waterton  Canyon  as  a  recreation  area.  To  arrive  at 
the  number  of  visitor-days  lost,  it  appears  that  an  old  estimate  was 
given  a  percentage  increase  and  used  for  this  publication.  The 
visitor-days  lost  is  only  projected  for  three  years.  Does  this  mean 
that  after  three  years  Strontia  Springs  Dam  will  be  removed?  Also 
during  the  three  years  projected,  no  annual  increase  in  visitor-days 
was  projected.   Virtually  all  other  recreation  areas  on  the  Front 
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Range  have  experienced  annual  growth  in  usage.  Why  wouldn't  Waterton 
Canyon?" 

Commenter  177 

Response.   The  visitor  days  lost  is  only  projected  during  the 
3-year  construction  period  when  the  canyon  will  be  closed  to 
recreation  use.  After  construction  is  completed,  the  canyon  will  be 
reopened  to  recreation i sts.  Growth  in  recreation  use  would  likely 
occur  in  the  canyon;  however,  with  an  estimate  as  general  as  10-20,000 
visitors  annually,  which  is  used  in  the  final  ES,  yearly  increases 
would  be  impossible  to  predict. 

26.  Comment.   Several  comments  addressed  the  question  of  the  role  of 
Waterton  Canyon  in  the  metropolitan  area  recreational  picture.   A 
particular  point  was  the  ability  of  the  canyon  to  satisfy  recreational 
demand  in  the  metropolitan  area  for  the  types  of  activities  available 
in  the  canyon. 

Commenters  116  and  129 

Response.  The  important  role  of  Waterton  Canyon  in  the 
metropolitan  recreational  picture  is  that  it  is  a  unique  recreational 
resource  in  the  area.  This  has  been  discussed  in  Chapter  2.  No 
attempt  was  made  to  evaluate  the  ability  of  the  canyon  to  satisfy  the 
recreational  demand  in  the  metropolitan  area  for  specific  activities. 
The  canyon  does  not  satisfy,  nor  is  it  capable  of  satisfying,  a 
significant  percentage  of  this  demand. 

27.  Comment.   "Page  5-25,  under  'Recreation,'  paragraph  numbered  3. 
should  be  corrected  to  read:   'The  remains  of  the  railroad  bed  for 
DSP  &  PPR  would  be  lost.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  This  portion  of  Table  5-6  in  the  Summary  section  in 
Chapter  5  has  been  revised  according  to  this  comment. 

28.  Comment.   "Page  5-25,  under  'Recreation,'  paragraph  numbered  4. 
describes  an  impact  which  is  not  necessarily  adverse." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  impact  would  be  adverse  to  those  who  prefer  stream 
fishing  to  lake  fishing.  The  impact  would  also  be  adverse  to  those 
recreation! sts  who  prefer  trout-dominant  fisheries  to  sucker-dominant 
fisheries. 

29.  Comment.  "Page  5-25,  under  'Recreation,'  paragraph  numbered  5. 
indicates  an  increase  in  visitors,  therefore  an  increase  in 
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recreation,  that  is  a  benefit  not  an  adverse  impact. 
no  documentation  regarding  an  increase  in  litter." 

Commenter  74 


Again,  there  is 


Response.   An  increase  in  recreation  visitors  is  not  always 
beneficial.  Although  more  visitor  days  of  use  are  generated,  the 
experience  involved  would  be  different  than  before  and  probably  not  as 
attractive  to  those  using  the  area  prior  to  the  proposed  construction. 
The  direct  relationship  between  increased  recreation  use  and  increased 
litter  can  be  supported. 

30.  Comment.  "Page  5-25,  under  'Recreation,'  paragraph  numbered  6., 
the  word  'some'  should  be  inserted  between  the  words  'for'  and 
•recreation  ists. '" 


Commenter  74 

Response.  This  item  was  deleted  from  Table  5-6  in  the  Summary 
section  in  Chapter  5.  The  deletion  was  made  due  to  the  determination 
that  increased  stream  flows  were  not  an  impact  of  the  proposed  action 
at  the  125  mgd  level  . 

31.  Comment .  "Page  5-25,  under  'Recreation,'  paragraph  numbered  7. 
is  not  substantiated  in  the  text,  and  should  be  stricken." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Substantiation  has  been  added  to  the  text  of  the  FES 
in  the  Recreation  section  of  Chapter  5. 

32.  Comment .  "Page  5-25,  under  'Recreation,'  paragraph  numbered  8. 
should  be  stricken.  See  our  discussion  regarding  page  5-17." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  This  item  on  Table  5-6  in  the  Summary  section 
(Chapter  5)  was  deleted  in  the  final  ES  after  it  was  determined  that 
there  would  be  no  additional  impacts  on  Dillon  Reservoir  resulting 
from  the  proposed  action  at  the  125  mgd  level  . 

33.  Comment  "Page  2-8 1 ,  Paragraph  5:  The  first  sentence  should  be 
amended  to  read'.  .  .  and  Cheesman  Reservoir  provides  the  best  fishing 
on  this  section  of  the  South  Platte  River.'  This  will  avoid  the 
implication  that  the  fishing  and  water  in  the  canyon  is  comparable  to 
the  fishing  in  the  Decker's  area." 

Commenter  74 


I 
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Response.  The  test  has  been  changed  according  to  this  comment. 
See  Chapter  2,  Recreation  Resources  section. 

34.   Comment.  "Page  2-80:  Under  the  section  entitled  RECREATION 
RESOURCES,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  value  of  this  canyon  for 
recreational  activity  is  exaggerated.   In  addition,  no  mention  is  made 
of  the  DWB's  provision  and  maintaining  of  facilities  which  enhance  the 
recreational  opportunities  in  the  Canyon.  Access,  litter  control, 
rest  rooms,  and  water  have  all  been  voluntarily  provided  by  the  DWB. 
As  stated  in  the  draft  EIS  no  exact  number  of  recreational  visits  is 
available.  No  recreational  management  plan  has  been  prepared  for  this 
area  by  any  agency.  Without  planning  and  provision  of  recreational 
facilities  or  appurtenances  recreational  use  will  adversely  impact 
this  area.  Without  the  facilities  the  DWB  has  heretofore  provided  a 
far  greater  deterioration  of  the  Canyon  would  have  been  realized." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Present  use  level  estimations  and  public  interest  in 
protection  of  the  recreation  resource  in  Waterton  Canyon  indicates 
that  the  value  of  this  canyon  for  recreation  use  is  not  exaggerated. 

The  facilities  provided  by  the  Denver  Water  Board  are  now 
included  in  this  section. 


Although  no  exact  number  of  recreation  visits  is  known,  an 
approximate  level  of  10,000  to  20,000  annual  recreational  visits 
uti I  ized . 


i  s 


The  USFS  Two  Forks'  Recreation  Composite  (Plan)  has  been  prepared 
for  the  Forest  Service  lands  within  Waterton  Canyon. 

The  question  addressed  by  this  manuscript  is  what  will  happen  to 
the  existing  resources,  not  how  they  came  to  be  in  their  present 
cond  ition . 

35.   Comment .   "Page  2-80,  Paragraph  3:   The  implication  of  this 
paragraph  is  very  misleading.   There  are  presently  two  major  water 
diversion  structures  in  the  canyon.  Therefore,  it  is  not  a 
'free-flowing  river'.   The  vegetation  is  of  'diverse  types  and 
patterns,  but  is  found  in  great  abundance  in  all  the  other  major 
canyons  along  the  Front  Range.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.   Ninety-three  percent  of  the  South  Platte  River  in 
Waterton  Canyon  is  flowing  and  7  percent  is  in  the  form  of  pools 
behind  structures.   Thus  the  description  "essentially  free-flowing 
river"  is  accurate. 
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No  statement  is  made  in  the  manuscript  that  claims  the 
"vegetation  of  diverse  types  and  patterns"  is  unique  or  even  uncommon 
within  the  region. 

36.   Comment.   "Page  2-81,  Paragraph  2:   The  first  sentence  correctly 
states  that,  'The  exact  number  of  recreational  ists  visiting  the  canyon 
each  year  is  unknown.'  This  should  be  the  only  reference  to 
recreational  visits.  All  other  speculation  can  be  misleading  and 
misused.   An  example  of  the  misuse  of  estimates  is  providing  by  noting 
that  in  this  paragraph,  the  statement  is  made  'an  estimated  10,000 
visits  were  made  at  the  canyon  .  .  .  .'  This  figure  is  then  used  on 
Page  2-102  as  if  it  was  [sic]  a  fact.   'The  estimated  10,000  annual 
visits  that  occurred.'  This  should,  of  course,  read,  'Ten  thousand 
annual  visits  that  may  have  occurred.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Although  the  exact  number  of  recreation  visits  is  not 
known,  it  is  undeniable  that  use  has  occurred  and  is  continuing  to 
occur.  Specialists  have  estimated  the  use  to  be  between  10,000  and 
20,000  recreation  visits  per  year  and  have  indicated  confidence  in 
this  estimate.  With  this  knowledge,  it  would  be  even  more  misleading 
to  ignore  sound  professional  estimates  and  say  nothing  than  to  use  the 
estimated  data.  The  DES  also  repeatedly  indicates  that  the  figure  is 
an  estimation.  No  changes  are  felt  to  be  needed. 


38.   Comment.   "Page  3-56:  The  section  entitled  RECREATION  RESOURCES 
has  a  very  negative  tone.   Despite  their  unnatural ness,  Chatfield 
Reservoir  and  Cherry  Creek  Reservoir  provide  over  1.5  million  visitor 
days  per  year  of  recreation  in  the  Metro  area.   The  NFSP  even  with 
channelization  provides  many  recreational  days.  Ten  Mile  Creek's 
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37.  Comment.   "Page  2- 1  1 8,  Table  2-33:   Under  the  heading,  'Future 
Environment  .  .  .'   1.   This  statement  relative  to  the  Waterton  Canyon 
recreation  should  be  revised  to  read  as  follows:   'Waterton  Canyon 
visitor  pressure  will  depend  on  continued  access  to  the  Canyon  and 
quality  will  depend  on  recreation  management;  .  .  .  .'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.   Since  the  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National  Forests,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  and  Denver  Water  Board  are  all  "landowners"  in 
Waterton  Canyon,  permanent  termination  of  public  access  would  be 
dependent  upon  agreement  of  such  by  al I  parties  involved  (either 
federal  agency  could  conceivably  acquire  legal  public  access),,  Public 
interest  in  the  the  continuation  of  public  use  in  Waterton  Canyon  is 
presently  so  strong  that  it  is  doubtful  that  a  closure  of  public 
access  would  be  permanently  made.  The  present  attitude  by  the  public 
landowners  is  toward  maintenance  of  public  access.   There  is  no 
indication  that  this  position  will  change  in  the  future. 
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completely  manmade  channel  is  also  projected  to  provide  large  numbers 
of  visitor  days.   It  seems  improper  to  so  negatively  describe  the 
recreational  impacts  associated  with  this  project.   It  is  suggested 
that  this  section  be  revised  in  the  Final  Statement  to  provide  more 
objective  treatment." 

39.  Comment.   "Page  3-71 ,  under  the  heading  ' Impact  of  125  mgd,' 
paragraph  numbered  7:   There  is  no  substantiation  in  the  text  for 
inferring  that  recreation  attendant  to  reservoirs  has  more  littering 
that  that  attendant  to  rushing  streams.   It  is  suggested  that  this  be 
rephrased  as  follows: 

"'Recreation  would  change  from  a  stream  to  a  reservoir  within  a 
section  of  the  canyon.'" 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  text  has  been  revised.   See  Table  3-16,  Recreation 
Resources  section  of  Chapter  3,  of  the  FES. 

40.  Comment.   "Page  5-16,  under  the  heading  RECREATION:   The  first 
paragraph  needs  revision.   Elsewhere  in  the  text  there  is  reference  to 
the  loss  of  recreational  days  as  a  result  of  closure  of  a  portion  of 
the  canyon  during  the  construction  period.   Also  pointed  out  in' the 
text  is  the  fact  that  wildlife  will  return  to  the  canyon  following  the 
construction  period.   At  such  time  as  the  canyon  is  once  again  opened 
up  for  recreation  (after  construction),  the  wildlife  will  begin 
returning  to  the  canyon.   Therefore,  the  decrease  in  recreational 
experience  addressed  in  tnis  paragraph,  if  any  decrease  occurs  at  all, 
will  be  slight  and  unquant i f i ab I e." 


Commenter  74 

Response.   The  text  has  been  revised 
Resources  section. 


See  Chapter  5,  Recreation 


41 .   Comment.   "Page  5-1 7,  Paragraph  2:   The  impacts  described  herein 
as  a  result  related  supposedly  with  construction  at  the  treatment 
plant  area  are  grossly  exaggerated.  These  assertions  are 
unsubstantiated  and  no  studies  are  cited  which  could  be  used  to 
extrapolate  these  impacts  from  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
project." 

Commenter  74 


Response.   The  text  has  been  revised. 
Resources  section. 


See  Chapter  5,  Recreation 


42.   Comment.   "Page  5-1 7,  Paragraph  3:  This  paragraph  should  be 
removed  since  it  is  stated  elsewhere  in  the  text  that  the  drawdown  of 
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Dillon  reservoir  will  occur  periodically  notwithstanding  the  Foothills 
project.  Placement  of  this  paragraph  in  Chapter  5  confuses  the  reader 
into  imagining  a  false  connection." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   The  text  has  been  revised.   See  Chapter  5,  Recreation 
Resources  section. 
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Land  Use 

1 .   Comment.  Two  respondents 
following  comment:  "The  expan 
agricultural  lands  is  not  addr 
were  lost  to  agricultural  prod 
conversion  of  some  134,000  mor 
This  represents  an  almost  30  p 
This  is  not  addressed,  nor  is 
base  to  the  Denver  Metropol ita 
lands  are  classified  as  prime 
Denver  Regional  Council  of  Gov 
development  in  these  areas." 

Commenters  112  and  129 


submitted  comments  similar  to  the 

sion  of  the  service  area  upon 

essed.   From  1960  to  1970,  33,600  acres 

uction.  The  projection  is  for  a 

e  acres  between  1970  and  the  year  2000. 

ercent  reduction  in  agricultural  lands. 

the  economic  loss  of  the  agricultural 

n  area.  A  sizeable  portion  of  these 

agricultural  land.  The  policy  of  the 

ernments  calls  for  discouraging  new 


Response.  The  Foothills  ES  is  site-specific  and  deals  with 
onsite  as  wel I  as  offsite  impacts  that  are  predicted  to  occur  as  a 
result  of  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  project. 
Population  and  related  projections  with  and  without  the  project 
indicate  that  growth  in  the  Denver  metropolitan  area,  both  within  and 
outside  the  existing  and  proposed  DWB  service  areas,  would  occur 
irrespective  of  the  project.  Thus,  prime  agricultural  lands  would  be 
lost  whether  or  not  the  project  features  were  constructed.  Of  the 
various  components  of  the  project,  Conduit  No.  27  and  the  second 
parallel  conduit  would  involve  small,  separated  areas  of  prime 
agricultural  soils  (Regional  Classification).  Less  than  14  acres  are 
affected.  These  acres  would  only  be  affected  during  installation  of 
the  conduits  and  one  to  five  years  thereafter  until  full  agricultural 
productivity  would  be  restored. 

2.  Comment.   "Page  2-107.   Re:   Last  paragraph.  The  argument 
presented  is  simplistic:  is  unsupported  by  empirical  analysis;  and 
fails  to  identify  alternative  future  conditions  which  would  produce 
different  patterns  of  urban  growth  and  development." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  There  could  very  well  be  many  varied  futures  for  the 
wide  area  that  is  discussed.  The  statements  are  educated  guesses  of 
future  conditions  based  on  DRCOG  and  other  city  and  county  land  use 
plans,  including  the  unaccepted  Douglas  County  Comprehensive  Plan. 

3.  Comment.  "The  DES  does  not  discuss  land-use  planning  and 
regulatory  mechanisms  available  to  local  governments  to  mitigate  the 
direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  the  proposed  project." 

Commenter  69 
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Response.   The  local  governments  within  the  Denver  metro  areas, 
acting  singly  or  in  concert,  have  authority  under  state  law  to  plan 
and  regulate  land  uses. 

Exercise  of  these  authorities  can  involve  either  denying, 
approving,  or  approving  with  modification,  proposals  for  land  use 
changes  such  as  new  subdivisions,  extensions  or  streets,  utilities, 
unit  density,  zoning  variances  and  many  other  interrelated  components 
of  the  established  and  prospective  infrastructure. 

Direct  or  indirect  impacts,  if  any,  that  may  be  attributable 
partially  or  entirely  to  a  project  such  as  Foothills  can  in  most 
situations  be  resolved  through  these  planning/zoning  and  other 
local /regional  authorities  if  there  is  sufficient  public  support  from 
the  people  who  would  be  impacted. 

How  these  authorities  are  exercised  depends  upon  community  or 
regional  goals  evidenced  in  their  land  use  planning  and  zoning  and  was 
not  considered  appropriate  for  discussion  in  this  ES. 

4.  Comment.  "I.  The  analysis  of  land-use  impacts  is  limited  to 
on-site  and  adjacent  impacts,  and  there  is  no  discussion  or  analysis 
of  secondary  land-use  impacts  in  the  service  area,  contrary  to  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines." 

Commenter  69 

Response  In  analyzing  land-use  impacts  from  the  project,  the 
onsite  and  adjacent  impacts  discussed  were  found  to  be  the  only 
significant  ones.  Within  a  large  metropolitan  area  such  as  Denver, 
project-related  secondary  impacts  (if  any  attributable  to  land-use 
exist)  become  highly  diffused  and  intermingled  with  a  much  larger, 
established,  intricate  set  or  existing  infrastructures.  These 
overriding  considerations,  relative  to  the  five-county  Denver  Regional 
Council  of  Governements  and  Douglas  County  are  discussed  in 
socio-economic/ I and-use  in  Chapter  2,  Future  without  the  Project,  and 
again  in  Chapter  8,  No  Action  Alternative. 

5.  Comment .  "The  construction  of  the  staging  area  will  be  a  serious 
impact  on  the  Stevens  Gulch  area.  The  staging  area  is  given  as  about 
4  acres  (page  1-34).   The  staging  area  as  shown  on  Figure  1-9 

(p.  1-35)  is  confined  between  the  access  road  and  the  rerouted  stream 
and  appears  to  scale  approximately  1.7  acres.  The  question  arises  as 
to  the  size  of  staging  area  required  by  the  DWB.   If  the  area  can  only 
provide  I .7  acres,  will  it  be  adequate,  or  will  they  be  looking 
elsewhere  for  additional  area?  Since  the  staging  area  will  be  built 
within  the  narrow  confines  between  the  road  and  the  stream,  the  DES 
should  provide  more  detailed  information  concerning  this  area.  There 
appears  to  be  a  discrepancy  regarding  the  location  of  Sevens  Gulch 
stream  channel  and  the  existing  road.   Figure  1-9  (p.  1-35)  show  Csic] 
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the  existing  road  east  of  the  stream  channel 
the  road  on  the  west  side  of  the  channel." 


while  Figure  3-14  shows 


Commenter  55 

Response  Figure  1-9,  Chapter  1,  has  been  changed  to  show  4  acres 
is  proposed  for  the  staging  area. 

6.  Comment .   "Page  1 ,  Genera  I  Comment:  Two  items  should  be  clarified 
on  the  first  page  of  the  report.  First,  the  report  fails  to  specify 
how  many  acres  of  BLM  administered  public  land  and  National  Forest 
Lands  are  involved  with  the  Denver  Water  Board's  proposal  to  build  the 
Foothi I  I s  Complex." 

Commenter  74 

Response  The  acreages  of  National  Forest  and  BLM  lands  involved 
with  the  project  have  been  added  as  suggested.   See  Chapter  1, 
I ntroduct ion . 

7.  Comment.   "It  is  not  correct  to  state  that  the  Forest  Service  has 
decided  to  issue  a  special  use  permit  for  rights-of-way.  The  Forest 
Service  action  is  to  decide  whether  a  special  use  permit  will  be 
granted.  Additionally,  BLM  and  FS  R-O-W  must  be  compatible;  either 
one  R-O-W  written  jointly  or  two  R-0-W» s  written  so  as  to  not 
conflict.   We  suggest  that  the  next  to  last  sentence  under  United 
States  Forest  Service  be  rewritten  to  read   'The  U.S.  Forest  Service 
will  determine  if  rights-of-way  are  to  be  approved  and,  if  so,  the 
appropriate  permits  will  be  granted.'" 

Commenter  55 


Response  The  text  has  been  revised. 
Actions . 


See  Chapter  1,  Governmental 


8.  Comment.   "Page  5-26,  under  Land  Use,  column  entitled  Impacts  at 
500  mgd,  paragraph  numbered  1  describes  an  impact  which  is  not 
necessarily  adverse  but  merely  a  change  of  use." 

Commenter  74 

Response  These  changes  in  land  use  are  considered  to  be  impacts 
as  they  represent,  for  practical  purposes,  commitment  of  land  to  a 
particular  use  over  the  life  of  the  project,  thereby  removing  it  from 
opportunity  for  alternative  uses  to  which  the  land  may  be  equally  or 
better  suited. 

9.  Comment.   "Page  5-26,  under  the  column  entitled  Impacts  at 
125  mgd,  paragraph  numbered  2,  this  statement  is  incorrect.  Nine 
acres  which  will  be  utilized  by  roads  and  eight  acres  which  will  be 
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disturbed  but  will  be  restored  have  been  combined  into  the  assertion 
that  roads  would  occupy  seventeen  acres.  Again  a  change  which  is  not 
necessarily  adverse." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  Table  5-6,  Chapter  5,  in  the  Summary  section  of  the 
final  statement  has  been  changed  to  show  that  9  acres  wi I  I  be 
permanently  occupied  by  roads  and  8  acres  will  be  disturbed  by 
road-associated  construction  that  will  require  10  years  to  restore. 

10.  Comment  "Page  2-108:   Another  paragraph  should  be  added 
following  the  first  paragraph.  At  this  point  the  statement  should 
reference  the  possibility  of  the  'Leap  Frog  Development  Scenario' 
which  would  alter  metropolitan  land  use  patterns  and  disrupt  the 
existing  planning  of  the  region  as  addressed  by  Mr.  Donald  DeDecker  in 
his  testimony  on  behalf  of  DRCOG  on  September  15  1977.   See  also  the 
comments  on  page  2-91,  supra." 

Commenter  74 

Response  Three  major  factors  operate  against  a  "leap  frog 
development  scenario"  occurring.   In  order  of  importance,  these  are  as 
fol lows: 

1.  The  direction  of  land  use  within  the  portion  of  the  service 
area  within  the  Denver  region  is  already  largely  set  by  an  intricate, 
existing  infrastructure  development  that  encourages  and  facilitates 
continuation  of  land  use  changes  responsive  to  needs  for  housing,  etc. 

2.  Within  Douglas  County,  the  infrastructure  is  less  advanced 
and  development  will  be  corresponding  slower. 

3.  Within  the  DWB  service  area,  there  is  adequate  authority  for 
land  use  planning  and  zoning  and  within  this  authority  the  place  and 
time  of  development,  if  permitted  at  all,  can  be  controlled  to  a  large 
degree. 

For  these  reasons,  the  ES  has  not  been  expanded  to  include  a 
"leap  frog  development  scenario." 
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Alternatives 

Alternatives  to  the  Project 

1.  Comment .  Many  respondents  felt  the  draft  was  deficient  in 
analyzing  potential  water  conservation  measures:  water  recycling, 
universal  metering,  conservation  education,  use  of  water-saving 
devices  within  the  home,  pricing  mechanisms  to  reduce  demand,  and  the 
like.  Some  felt  possible  effects  of  water  conservation  practices  and 
trends  being  established  in  respect  to  better  horticultural  practices 
and  reducing  the  need  for  treated  water  should  be  discussed.  Many 
felt  reduction  in  domestic  water  consumption  would  drastically  effect 
community  lifestyles.  Others  suggested  assessing  how  well  these 
conservation  measures  could  prevent  or  postpone  the  need  for  the 
Foothills  Project  and  what  the  associated  effects  would  be  on  capital 
investments  and  future  diversions  from  western  slope. 

Commenters  13,  30,  32,  33,  35,  42,  46,  47,  50,  58,  61,  63,  66, 
68,  69,  73,  74,  75,  78,  79,  80,  82,  92,  96,  99,  101,  103,  199,  146, 
152,  164,  177,  181,  199,  202,  203,  209,  217,  and  218 

Response.  A  water  conservation  alternative  has  been  included  in 
the  final  statement,  Chapter  8. 

2.  Comment.  Several  respondents  commented  on  the  need  for  a  peak 
management  alternative  that  would  address  an  efficient  method  of 
meeting  peak-day  demands  through  enlargement  or  expansion  of  treated 
water  storage  facilities. 

Commenters  35,  42,  65,  and  69 

Response.  A  water  conservation  alternative  has  been  included  in 
the  final  statement,  Chapter  8,  which  discusses  peak  management. 

3.  Comment .  Several  respondents  felt  the  depth  and  the  scope  of  the 
alternatives  offered  generally  were  too  limited  and  many  other 
alternatives  should  have  been  evaluated. 

Commenters  15,  32,  69,  80,  84,  107,  129,  and  146 

Response.   The  final  statement  has  been  expanded  to  include  one 
additional  alternative  in  Chapter  8  on  water  conservation.   In 
addition,  the  alternatives  to  the  project  (major  and  minor)  have  been 
reexamined  and  expanded. 
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4.  Comment .  "One  subject  which  the  Foothills  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  fails  to  address  is  the  impact  upon  water  rights  of  building 
the  complex  versus  not  building  it." 

Commenter  1 20 

Response.  No  identifiable  impacts  on  water  rights  would  occur  at 
the  125  mgd  development  level.   Impacts  on  water  rights  as  new  raw 
water  is  developed  has  been  discussed  in  detail  in  Chapter  8,  Raw 
Water  Alternatives. 

5.  Comment .  "Our  second  concern  relates  to  the  'Socio-  Economic 
Implications'  of  the  'No  Action'  alternative.  That  discussion 
indicates  that  the  loss  in  the  event  business  and  industry  are  unable 
to  obtain  sufficient  water  supplies  to  operate  is  measured  by  lost 
wages  of  about  $22,600,000  per  week.  We  would  like  to  point  out  that 
the  actual  loss  would  be  far  in  excess  of  that  amount.  Not  only  are 
there  the  direct  wages  to  consider,  but  also  supplies  and  raw 
materials  which  would  not  be  purchased  as  well  as  profits  to  investors 
which  sou  I d  be  lost  during  this  period.   It  is  difficult  to  accurately 
quantify  the  total  impact  of  an  occurence  [sic]  such  as  this,  but  it 
would  provide  such  a  significant  disruption  to  the  long-term  economy 
of  the  region  that  we  feel  you  should  fully  recognize  that  possibility 
in  your  assessment  of  this  alternative." 

Commenter  1 06 

Response.  Socio-economic  impacts  have  been  identified  and 
analyzed  to  the  extent  that  available  data  allowed.  The 
socio-economic  impacts  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of 
the  FES  have  been  revised. 

6.  Comment .  "Describe  the  socio-economic  implications  of 
alternatives  to  Foothills  with  regard  to  cost." 

Commenter  1 06 

Response.  The  Socio-Economic  Conditions  section  of  the 
Alternatives  (Chapter  8)  have  been  rewritten  to  describe  the 
socio-economic  implications  of  the  alternatives. 

7.  Comment .   "Let's  look  in  detail  for  a  minute,  and  I  think  the 
Draft  Statement  would  do  well  to  look  in  more  detail  at  the  effects  of 
the  no-action  alternative,  what  would  happen  if  we  really  just  didn't 
do  the  Foothi I  Is  project  at  all." 

Commenter  102 
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Response.   Effects  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  were  expanded 
upon  in  the  No-Action  Alternative  of  Chapter  8,  of  this  FES. 

8.  Comment .   "The  no  action  alternative  does  not  show  how  other  areas 
have  addressed  peak  day  use,  nor  does  it  speak  to  the  question  of  our 
using  what  are  Eastern  United  States  water  habits  in  the  semi-arid 

cl imate." 

Commenter  220 

Response.  This  discussion  is  covered  in  the  Water  Conservation 
Alternative,  Chapter  8  of  this  FES. 

9.  Comment.  "In  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  submitted 
(undated),  we  don't  find  two  viable  alternates  complete  with  their 
estimates,  only  one  alternate  is  given,  Chatfield,  and  it  [is]]  not 
dignified  with  an  estimate. 

"It  would  seem  that  the  second  alternate  should  have  addressed 
itself  to  expanding  existing  facilities  and  using  the  300,000  acre 
feet  in  the  Chatfield  Dam  as  a  pumpable  supply  during  the  peak  summer 
months." 

Commenter  155 

Response.  The  alternatives  section  of  Chapter  8  in  the  FES  has 
been  revised,  expanded,  and  one  new  alternatives  has  been  added. 

10.  Comment.  "Again,  as  far  as  minor  alternatives  are  concerned, 
some  are  really  not  alternatives  at  all.  Therefore,  the  label  is 
misleading.  For  example,  the  concept  of  providing  elevator  access  to 
the  crest  of  the  dam  instead  of  using  an  access  road  is  unacceptable 
in  terms  of  logistics  and  excessive  costs  in  both  the  short  and  long 
terms." 

Commenter  99 

Response.  A  minor  alternative  deals  with  one  or  more  elements  of 
the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  is  less  environmentally 
expensive  than  the  proposed  element,  is  feasible  of  development  in 
place  of  the  proposed  element,  and  may  or  may  not  be  economically 
comparable  to  the  proposed  element. 

The  elevator  access  would  be  capable  of  moving  the  personnel  and 
equipment  to  the  dam  crest.   It  would  be  much  less  environmentally 
damaging  to  the  canyon  than  a  higher  elevation  road  beginning  in 
Stevens  Gulch  staging  area  and  traversing  up  the  canyon  on  the  face  of 
the  canyon  wall  to  the  dam  crest.  Specifically,  the  visual  and  soil 
disturbance  impacts  are  much  greater  with  the  access  road  than  with 
the  elevator  access. 
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The  elevator  access  is  considerably  more  economically  expensive 
than  the  road  access. 

11.  Comment .   "I  have  a  few  more  points:   Section  2  describes  the 
present  environment.   It  does  not,  in  the  section  on  lifestyles  or  in 
the  discussion  of  water  use  on  pages  2-5  and  2-6,  estimate  what 
percentage  of  the  water  supplied  to  Denver  Water  Board  users  is 
wasted." 

Commenter  207 

Response.  The  DWB  states  that  losses  are  low  within  its  own 
system,  particularly  in  areas  in  which  taps  are  metered;  however,  in 
non-metered  areas,  there  is  less  certainty  about  the  system  losses. 
As  for  wastage  by  DWB  users,  this  is  not  known  with  precision. 
However,  excess  horticultural  irrigation  can  be  observed  during  the 
summer  months,  but  in-the-househol d  waste  in  non-metered  areas  cannot 
be  calcu lated. 


12.  Comment.  "A  smal 


patch  of  blue  grass  beside  a  private  home  can 

But  when  Denver  is  short  on  treated  water  and 

andscaping  and  the  landscaped  areas  are 


provide  much  pleasure 

40  percent  of  it  goes  for 

extensive,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  room  for  compromise  as  to  when 

blue  grass  is  necessary  and  when  native  grasses,  trees  and  shrubbery 

will  do  as  well  or  better.  This  point  is  not  even  touched  on  in  the 

Draft." 


Commenter  1 04 

Response.  A  conservation  alternative  has  been  included  in  the 
final  statement,  Chapter  8. 

13.  Comment .  "Finally,  the  statement  should  reflect  more  completely 
the  fact  that  the  choice  of  the  up-stream  dam  alternative  would 
preclude  the  use  of  the  hydroelectric  generators  contemplated  for  the 
plant  with  the  Strontia  Springs  Diversion  Dam  and  would  therefore 
result  in  the  filter  plant  requiring  an  annual  demand  of  about  eight 
million  khw  instead  of  being  a  net  supplier." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  Upstream  Dam 
Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  to  more  clearly  show  this 
I  imitation. 

14.  Comment.  "Page  8-20:  The  upstream  dam  alternative  is  not,  in  a 
real  sense,  a  true  alternative  to  the  Strontia  Springs  site  for  the 
reason  that,  as  noted  in  the  statement,  it  would  force  the  operation 
of  the  filter  plant  to  change  from  the  planned  base-load  function  to  a 
seasonal  peak-load  function  which,  rather  than  being  limited  to  a 
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nine-month  period  as  stated  in  the  statement,  would  be  limited  as 
found  by  studies  of  the  Denver  Water  Department  to  a  season  not 
exceeding  seven  months  on  the  average." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  Upstream  Dam 
Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  to  more  clearly  show  the 
operational  constraints. 

15.  Comment.  "Another  alternate  would  be  125,000,000  gallon/day 
treatment  plant  located  with  a  gravity  flow  from  Chatfield.  The 
300,000  acre  feet  in  Chatfield  equals  268,000,000  gallon/day  for  a 
year  leaving  55,000  acre  feet  for  flood  control  of  both  PI  urn  Creek  and 
the  South  Platte.  The  State  advises  floods  only  occur  in  May,  June, 
July  and  August." 

Commenter  155 

Response.  The  low  elevation  of  this  site,  Chatfield  Reservoir, 
preclude  its  use  on  a  gravity-flow  basis.  The  Chatfield  Alternative 
in  Chapter  8  of  this  FES  gives  more  details  of  this  alternative. 

16.  Comment .  "Therefore  a  more  rational  evaluation  of  the  Chatfield 
Alternatives  should  be  made." 

Commenter  1 63 

Response.  The  Chatfield  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  has 
been  revised. 

17.  Comment.  "The  Final  Statement  should  include  the  analysis  of  the 
Chatfield  alternative  prepared  by  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board  under  date  of  April  1,  1977,  a  copy  of  which  is  submitted 
herewith  as  Attachment  13A." 

Commenter  74 

Response.   Data  accrued  from  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board's  analysis  was  included  in  the  DES  at  the  time  it  was  received 
in  April  1,  1977.   Their  detailed  cost  analysis  was  omitted  in  the  DES 
because  Department  of  Interior  policy  on  ES  process  precludes  this. 

18.  Comment.  "Page  8-27:   Elevator  To  The  Dam  Crest;   Insofar  as  the 
Strontia  Springs  Dam  structure  as  finally  selected  is  of  double 
curvature,  thin  arch  configuration,  an  elevator  constructed  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  dam  structure  is  no  longer  possible.  Therefore, 
the  construction  of  an  elevator  or  more  likely  an  inclined  railway 
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from  the  canyon  floor  to  the  top  of  the  right  abutment  would  involve  a 
structure  separate  from  the  dam." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised  in  the  minor  alternative, 
Elevator  Access  to  the  Dam  Crest,  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  to  show  it 
as  a  separate  structured  railway  or  elevator. 

19.  Comment .  "We  believe  that  a  cost  comparison  should  be  provided 
contrasting  the  gravity-flow  Foothills  alternative  with  various 
pumping  alternatives." 

Commenter  49 

Response.  Two  pumping  alternatives  are  shown  in  the  final 
statement.  Cost  comparisons  are  not  part  of  Department  of  Interior's 
ES  process.  However,  pumping  alternatives  are  shown  in  the 
alternative  section  of  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  with  gross  costs  and 
energy  impacts  discussed  to  the  degree  that  data  were  available. 

20.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  DES  also  fails  to  provide  consistent  and 
explicit  measures  for  comparing  costs,  benefits,  and  impacts  of  the 
various  alternatives.  At  the  least,  the  DES  should  include  a 
'balance-sheet'  type  of  cost-effectiveness  analysis  which  provides 
direct  (and,  as  much  as  possible,  quantitative)  comparison  of  the 
specific  costs,  benefits,  and  impacts  of  each  alternative  with  all 
others." 

Commenters  42,  55,  and  69 

Response.  This  final  statement  does  provide  more  cost 
information  in  the  Alternatives  section  and  Table  8  1  in  Chapter  8  of 
this  FES. 

21.  Comment.  "Other  minor  alternatives  which  should  have  been 
considered  and  evaluated  would  include  a)  project  access  alternatives 
and  b)  waste  material  deposition." 

Commenter  55 

Response.  The  project  access  alternative  has  been  determined  by 
the  USFS  to  be  more  environmentally  damaging  than  the  proposed  access 
up  the  canyon;  therefore,  it  was  not  considered  as  a  viable  minor 
alternative.  Alternative  waste  material  deposit  sites,  were 
considered.   Impacts  of  the  sites,  were  assessed  along  with  other 
project  elements  in  the  DES  and  found  to  be  no  less  damaging  than  the 
proposed;  therefore  they  were  not  presented. 
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22.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Also,  why  couldn't  the  Foothills  plant  be  scaled 
down  and  located  so  that  the  Chatfield  reservoir  could  provide  the 
necessary  storage  capacity?  This  alternative  was  not  considered 
although  it  would  be  a  less  environmentally  damaging  project  and  save 
the  valuable  South  Platte  River  and  valley." 

Commenters  40,  48 

Response.  This  alternative  in  the  Chatfield  Alternative  is 
discussed  in  detail  in  the  manner  as  sugaested  in  Chapter  8  of  the 
FES. 

23.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "I  suspect  that  some  double  counting  of  costs  has 
occurred  here.  The  magnitude  of  the  figures  suggest  that  it  was 
assumed  that  al I  water  hasto  [sic]  be  pumped  to  an  elevation  of  5860 
feet.   If  this  is  assumed,  then  all  foothills  pumping  savings  within 
the  system  would  accrue.   Actually,  much  of  the  water  may  be  pumped  to 
much  lower  elevations  (p  1-56)  lowering  the  costs  considerably, 
particularly  at  the  smaller  plant  sizes.,  [sic]  This  should  al I  be 
[sic]  refigured  on  a  realistic  basis;  costs  should  be  included." 

Commenters  84  and  155 

Response.   The  gross  costs  have  been  recalculated  in  the 
Chatfield  Alternative  in  the  FES  and  have  been  found  to  be  accurate. 
The  DWB  states  they  would  not  pump  to  lower  elevations  because  this 
then  would  necessitate  even  more  additional  pumping  as  the  water  was 
distributed  throughout  the  system. 

24.  Comment . 

"(1)  Providing  water  by  pipe  from  Di I  I  ion  Reservoir  to 
the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  without  the  construction  of 
Strontia  Springs  Dam, 

(2)  Restructure  of  water  rates, 

(3)  Enlarge  existing  treatment  and  storage  facilities, 

(4)  Conservation  measures: 

(a)  Meters-Boulder  has  reduced  their  water 

consumption  by  201  after  installing  meters — why  can't  Denver? 
Nothing  is  mentioned  about  how  much  water  could  be  saved. 

(b)  Shower  restrictors  could  save  many  gallons. 

(c)  Toi I ets-1 000's  of  gallons  instead  of  the  present 
7  gal  Ions. 

(5)  Dual  water  system-over  40$  of  the  treated  water  is 

used  for  landscaping  (watering  lawns  and  trees).  Why  do  we 
need  treated  water  for  the  outdoors  and  toilets?  It  would 
seem  at  the  very  least  new  housing  areas  could  be  required  to 
water  lawns,  trees,  gardens,  etc.  with  untreated  water,  thus 
saving  mi  I  I  ions  of  gal  Ions.  This  shoul d  also  be  discussed. 
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(6)  Recycling  water-as  previously  mentioned,  there  are 

many  uses  for  recycled  water  besides  drinking  water.   It  is 
my  opinion  that  this  area  should  be  further  explored  and 
treated  with  a  combination  of  other  alternatives." 

Commenter  57 

Response.   Item  1  was  considered  earlier  in  the  ES  process  and 
was  determined  to  be  much  more  environmentally  damaging  than  the 
proposal;  therefore  it  was  not  considered  as  a  viable  alternative. 
Items  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6  are  now  considered  in  the  new  water 
Conservation  Alternatives  in  Chapter  8,  of  the  FES. 

25.  Comment.  "The  'low  dam'  alternative  is  referred  to  briefly  but 
not  sufficiently  in  the  EIS.   It  is  to  be  noted  that  this  writer's 
comments  on  the  1976  Draft  EIS  included  a  specific  reguest  that  the 
cost  of  this  alternative  be  outlined  and  compared  with  the  DWD's 
proposal,  but  this  has  not  yet  been  done." 

Commenter  42 

Response.  DWB  has  not  done  a  complete  detailed  cost  estimate  of 
the  "low  dam"  minor  alternative;  however,  given  just  the  fact  that 
this  minor  alternative  would  take  222,170  cubic  yards  of  concrete  as 
compared  to  the  109,000  needed  for  the  proposal  describes  in  a  way  the 
difference  in  costs. 

26.  Comment .   "Page  8-17,  under  "Socio-Economic  Conditions"-  It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  the  Chatfield  alternative  would  have  high 
energy  requirements  to  pump  the  water  from  Chatfield  Reservoir  to  the 
treatment  plant  and  could  have  serious  impact  on  the  energy  available 
to  the  metro  area." 

Commenter  75 

Response.  Under  the  Chatfield  Alternative  section  of  Chapter  8, 
a  discussion  is  offered  of  the  energy  consumption  of  that  alternative, 
i.e.,  59,442,000  kilowatt-hours  at  125  mgd  and  217,730,000 
kilowatt-hours  at  500  mgd.   It  is  impossible  to  forecast  the  impacts 
of  this  energy  consumption  on  the  Denver  metro  area  without  getting 
into  a  major  regional  energy  forecasting  program.  At  present 
conditions,  these  amounts  represent  a  very  minor  portion  of  the 
existing  energy  consumption  in  the  Denver  metro  area. 

27.  Comment.   "Page  8-1 .  Consideration  of  No-Build  is  inadequate. 
Does  not  explore  possible  changes  in  land  use  patterns  to  denser 
settlement  patterns  leaving  majority  of  irrigated  lawns  to  recreation 
areas.   Increased  density  would  aid  feasibility  of  a  viable  mass 
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transit  system  which  would  reduce  overall  VMT  which  would  ultimately 
reduce  air  pollution." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  No  Action  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  in  the  FES 
explores  possible  changes  in  land  use  patterns  and  the  potential 
effects  of  those  changes. 

28.  Comment.  "The  Draft  Statement  does  not  address  the  possibility 
of  Water  Department  action  to  limit  the  extent  of  its  service  area." 

Commenter  73 

Response.  This  duscussion  has  been  added  to  the  No  Action 
Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

29.  Comment.  "Page  8-14  -  Modify  paragraph  under  'System 
Improvements'-the  statistics  presented  in  the  Denver  Water  Board's 
annual  statements  and  in  American  Water  Works  Association  Journals 
indicate  clearly  that  the  Denver  Water  Board  distribution  system  is 
efficient  and  experiences  below  average  national  loss  rates." 

Commenter  75 

Response.  This  section  has  been  removed  from  the  No  Action 
Alternative  in  the  final  statement  because  it  has  been  established 
that  the  DWB  system  is  highly  efficient  at  present;  therefore,  no 
known  water  savings  could  be  obtained  through  an  increase  in 
ef f  iciency. 

30.  Comment .  "Chapter  6  of  the  DES  fails  to  address  the 
socio-economic  impact  of  further  water  diversions  from  the  western 
slope  and  is  therefore  inadequate." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  With  or  without  the  project  at  I  25  mgd,  raw  water 
diversions  will  be  the  same.  At  500  mgd,  there  would  be  need  for 
additional  raw  water  from  the  western  slope.  The  final  statement 
addresses  the  general  impacts  of  these  further  water  diversions  from 
the  western  slope.   See  Chapter  8,  Raw  Water  Alternatives  in  the  FES. 

31.  Comment .  "The  assessment  of  conservation  in  conjunction  only 
with  the  no-build  alternative  is  particularly  distortive  and 
technically  incorrect.   The  'conservation'  program  described  does 
little  more  than  depict  the  dire  consequences  of  not  implementing  the 
Denver  Water  Board  (DWB)  proposal.  The  study  ought  to  determine 
whether  a  conservation  program,  alone  or  in  combination  with  each 
other  alternative,  could  or  could  not  serve  the  needs  of  Denver  water 
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consumers  as  effectively  as  the  proposed  DWB  project  or  any  of  the 
other  alternatives  described-  This  is  not  to  say  that  conservation  is 
the  ideal  or  the  only  solution  to  Denver's  water  problems;  but  simply 
that  the  DES  has  not  given  an  objective  and  fair  assessement  of  the 
alternatives  available  to  the  Denver  region." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  A  water  conservation  alternative  has  been  included  in 
the  final  statement  in  Chapter  8. 

32.  Comment .  "5.  The  statement  failed  to  bring  out  the  additional 
treatment  cost  associated  with  the  Chatfield  alternative  since  this 
alternative  would  necessitate  removal  of  certain  pollutants  that  are 
not  present  at  the  Strontia  Springs  dam  site  where  water  is  diverted 
to  the  Foothills  Project." 

Commenter  1 56 

Response.  The  Socio-Economic  section  of  the  Chatfield 
Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  has  been  rewritten  in  response  to 
this  comment.  The  text  now  notes  the  added  treatment  costs, 
operational  costs,  and  initial  construction  costs. 

33.  Comment .  "When  Chatfield  is  full  isn't  it  possible  that  there 
would  be  a  gravity  flow  to  some  existing  treatment  plants  thereby 
eliminating  the  need  for  some  pumps  or  substantially  reducing  the 
pumping  head  with  considerable  power  saving?  These  points  are  not 
discussed  by  they  are  pertinent  and  they  should  be  known." 

Commenter  155 

Response.  Chatfield  Reservoir  is  primarily  a  flood  control 
reservoir;  consequently,  it  will  only  be  filled  during  periods  of 
flood  runoff.  Normal  pool  elevation  would  be  at  an  elevation  of  5426 
feet  which  would  not  afford  an  opportunity  for  gravity  delivery  (see 
Figure  1-1).  The  enlargement  of  Chatfield  Reservoir  as  outlined  in 
Concept  B,  Chapter  8,  could  afford  some  opportunity  for  gravity 
delivery  possibly  to  the  existing  Marston  Treatment  Plant.  This 
scheme  would  require  a  considerable  amount  of  energy  for  pumping  the 
treated  water  through  the  DWB  treated-water  transmission  system. 

34.  Comment.   "The  only  element  of  the  proposed  action  that  requires 
federal  permit  is  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam  and  Reservoir,  and  this  is 
one  of  the  major  environmental  impacts  of  this  particular  project. 
The  dam  and  reservoir,  along  with  its  construction  roads,  will 
essentially  destroy  a  very,  very  unique  and  valuable  recreation 
resource.   However,  the  Denver  Water  Board  could  construct  the 
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Foothills  Plant  and  the  conduit  on  private  land  with  no  tederal 
action  or  only  minor  federal  action  if  they  wish  and  let  me  outline 
one  way  in  which  they  could  do  this. 

"They  could  use  the  existing  Platte  River  intake,  build  a  plant 
at  5600  feet,  build  a  conduit  from  the  Platte  River  intake  or  about  a 
thousand  feet  down  the  stream  level  if  they  want  to  waive  federal 
land,  tapping  their  present  nine-inch  conduit  to  that  plant,  and  then 
pump  from  that  plant  to  the  Highlands  Reservoir  at  5722  feet.   It  has 
5722  foot  elevation  and  to  entertie  conduit  96,  assuming  a  statis 
[sic]  at  1650  feet  at  that  point.   If  this  were  done,  the  Water  Board 
would  save  $38,000,000.   The  cost  of  Strontia  Springs  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  the  road  up  the  canyon,  and  the  major  tunnel  conduit.   If 
this  estimate  is  true,  and  I  suspect  it  may  be  a  bit  low  —  it's 
certainly  going  to  go  up. 

"Now,  why  wasn't  this  particular  alternative  considered  in  the 


EIS. 


Commenter  133 


Response.  The  No  Action  Alternative  assumes  that  no  additional 
treatment  plant  capacity  would  be  located  at  the  Foothills  site. 
Problems  with  turbidity,  sediment,  and  ice  currently  experienced  at 
the  Waterton  Canyon  diversion  sites  would  continue  to  occur,  and 
electrical  energy  requirements  would  continue  to  increase.  Not  all 
costs  are  reflected  by  the  total  capital  investment  costs.  Annual 
operating,  maintenance,  replacement,  and  energy  costs  are  also  very 
important  when  evaluating  alternatives.  This  alternative  was  not 
considered  because  it  will  not  provide  the  same  end  result  as  the 
proposal  . 

35.   Comment.   "I  am  convinced  there  are  errors  in  the  conclusions 
drawn  from  faulty  use  of  these  data.   For  example,  when  I  used  the 
data  presented  in  Table  8-3  to  calculate  average  daily  water 
availability  without  Footh  ills,  it  appears  that  wintertime  potential 
excess  treated  water  could  be  stored  to  take  care  of  the  few  days 
during  the  summer  when  treatment  capabilities  would  be  inadequate. 
Reservoirs  for  storing  treated  water  could  be  constructed  as 
subterrean  [sic]  vaults  on  top  of  which  reacreationa I  [sic]  areas 
could  be  placed.  This  would  provide  more  open  space  for  a  larger 
population  and  eliminate  the  need  to  damage  the  environment  in  any 
way." 

Commenter  39 

Response.   Excess  treatment  capacity  during  the  wintertime  does 
exist  and  will  continue  to  exist.   Use  of  treated  water  storage  in 
place  of  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  would  not  provide  the  ability 
to  reduce  the  DWB  treated-water  transmision  system  electrical  energy 
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requirements.   It  also  would  pose  problems  with  water  quality,  i.e., 
odor  and  taste.  A  more  thorough  disscussion  is  offered  in  the  new 
Water  Conservation  Alternative,  Chapter  8,  in  the  FES. 

36.  Comment.  "Another  alternative  which  I  do  not  find,  and  not 
suggested  on  page  29a  either,  is  the  possible  use  of  the  present 
Aurora  Intake  and  tunnel,  perhaps  with  expansion  of  it.   I  do  not  know 
to  what  extent  the  Aurora  water  system  approaches  the  capacity  of  its 
present  flow  system,  but  this  certainly  offers  a  possibility  of 
getting  water  to  the  proposed  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  with  no 
further  damage  to  the  South  Platte  environment." 

Commenter  39 

Response.  Aurora's  intake  is  a  48-inch  pipe  which,  when  running 
full,  is  capable  of  diverting  approximately  144  cfs.  The  initial 
phase  of  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  at  125  mgd  requires  a  diversion 
tunnel  capacity  of  193  cfs.  At  500  mgd,  the  tunnel  capacity  required 
is  about  775  cfs.  The  suggested  alternative  will  not  provide  for  the 
same  end  result  as  the  proposal  and,  therefore,  was  not  considered. 

37.  Comment.   "According  to  the  alternatives  section  (p  8-14)  'A 
conservation  method  that  does  not  appear  to  have  been  investigated  for 
feasibility  is  local  storage  of  treated  water  during  high  runoff 
periods,  which  could  be  held  for  use  during  water  shortage  periods.'" 

Commenter  34 

Response.  Treated-water  storage  (1976)  incorporated  in  the  DWB 
transmission  system  is  307.8  million  gallons.   Such  storage  is 
incorporated  within  a  transmission  system  to  satisfy  instantaneous 
peak  demands  which  exceed  treatment  plant  capacity.  The  use  of  such 
storage  in  I ieu  of  treatment  capacity  presents  problems  related  to  a 
deterioration  of  water  quality,  i.e.,  odor  and  taste.  A  more  thorough 
discussion  is  offered  in  the  Alternatives,  Chapter  8,  in  the  FES. 

38.  Comment.   "Why  not  use  existing  facilities  rather  than  Strontia 
Springs  or  Chatfield.  This  is  not  mentioned  in  the  report.  Why  could 
not  the  existing  South  Platte  intake  and  one  or  more  of  the  treatment 
plants  be  enlarged,  presumably  at  a  lesser  cost?   It  costs  less  to  add 
onto  a  steel  plant  than  to  build  a  'green  field'  new  plant." 

Commenter  4 

Response.  The  use  of  Chatfield  Dam  and  Reservoir  as  an 
alternative  to  the  proposed  Strontia  Springs  Dam  and  Reservoir  is 
discussed  in  Chapter  8.  Significant  amounts  of  electrical  energy 
would  be  required  to  incorporate  a  Chatf iel d-Foothi I  I s  plant  complex 
into  the  existing  Denver  Water  Board  clear  water  transmission  system. 
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The  suggestion  will  not  provide  for  the  same  end  result  as  the 
proposal  and,  therefore,  was  not  considered. 

39.  Comment .  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  .si mi  I ar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  proposed  burial  of  utility  lines  appears  as 
an  alternative  to  placing  them  on  environmentally-  compatible  poles. 
It  is  apparently  an  on-going  policy  of  the  Supervisor  of  the  Pike  and 
San  Isabel  National  Forest  to  require  the  burial  of  electric 
transmission  lines  which  carry  under  32  KV. 

"The  final  Statement  should  discuss  this  proposal  in  more  detail 
to  emphasize  how  absurd  the  proposal  is  by  pointing  out  the  outlandish 
$1  — m  F I  I  Ion  cost  involved  in  burying  those  lines  as  against  the 
relatively  insignificant  $100-thousand  cost  of  stringing  them  on 
en v  i ronmenta I  I y-compat  i  b I e  po I es  . " 

Commenters  74  and  93 

Response.   In  Chapter  8  of  this  final  statement,  the  burial  of 
powerlines  and  telephone  lines  is  proposed  as  a  minor  alternative  and 
is  discussed  in  a  general  way.  DWB  estimates  the  cost  of  the  buried 
lines  to  be  $700  thousand  and  the  pole  lines  to  be  $200  thousand;  this 
is  a  significant  cost  difference. 

40.  Comment .  "The  third  group  concerns  the  power  and  telephone 
lines,  these  mitigating  measures  are  numbered  17,  18,  19,  and  20. 

"The  reason  for  separating  these  from  that  first  category  relates 
to  our  knowledge  of  the  apparent  ongoing  policy  of  the  Supervisor  of 
the  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National  Forest,  which  is  to  require  the 
burial  of  telephone  lines  and  electric  transmission  lines  which  carry 
under  32kv.   It  is  suggested  that  this  issue  be  identified  as  a 
possible  mitigating  measure  because  of  this  U.  S.  Forest  Service 
Po I i  cy . " 

Commenter  74 

Response.  These  mitigation  measures  (20,  21,  22  &  23)  in 
Chapter  4  of  this  final  statement  remain  the  same  as  in  the  DES.  The 
suggested  mitigation  measure  is  the  same  as  the  underground  powerlines 
and  telephone  lines  minor  alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  this  FES.  The 
U.S.  Forest  Service  has  a  planning  criteria  which  suggests  that 
transmission  lines  be  buried  below  32  kv  size.  However,  no  forest 
policy  to  that  effect  exists. 

41.  Comment .   "The  final  statement  must  document  that  placing  power 
and  telephone  lines  underground  raises  a  number  of  practical 
concerns." 

Commenter  74 
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Response.  See  new  dicsussion  in  Chapter  8  Underground  Powerlines 
and  Telephone  Lines  Elinor  Alternative  in  this  FES. 

42.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Alternative  methods  of  increasing  the  supply 
incl ude: 

"(1)  The  Foothills  plant  could  be  built  at  the  currently  proposed 
site  to  a  125  mgd.  capacity,  but  without  construction  of  the  Strontia 
Springs  dam.  This  alternative  was  described  in  some  detail  at  the 
public  hearing  by  Mr.  Ben  Harding.  The  next  EIS  should  analyse  CsIcD 
this  proposal.   It  is  to  be  noted  in  passing  that  both  the  Kassler  and 
Marston  treatment  plants  currently  operate  without  a  dam  across  the 
South  Platte  River." 

Commenters  42,  47,  and  68 

Response.  This  proposal  was  analyzed  and  found  to  be  infeasible 
as  an  alternative  to  the  proposal.  This  alternative  would  involve 
building  essentially  a  new  diversion  structure,  pumping  station, 
transmission  conduit,  and  treatment  plant  at  an  elevation  where  there 
will  be  usable  head.  A  cursory  engineering  and  cost  analysis  reveals 
the  fol lowing: 

The  existing  diversion  structure  diverts  into  Conduit  No.  20,  a 
90-inch  pipeline  which  feeds  Marston  and  Kassler  during  certain 
circumstances.  Since  it  is  at  capacity  now,  at  least  two  additional 
conduits  would  need  to  be  constructed  along  with  the  design  and 
construction  of  a  complete  new  dam  and  intake  structure.  Because  of 
the  size  of  the  new  conduits  and  the  terrain  involved,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  lay  them  any  place  but  in  the  river.  Because  of  peak 
demands  and  a  requirement  of  500  mgd,  there  would  be  no  less  than  two 
additional  108-inch  diameter  conduits  going  to  a  point  where  there  is 
enough  room  to  build  a  pump  station.  Counting  required  elevations  and 
transmission  losses,  the  total  pumping  head  would  be  about  300  feet. 
Operation  of  this  plant  would  be  for  peaking  only,  and  power  would 
cost  in  excess  of  $450  thousand  per  year  at  the  125  mgd  rate.  At  the 
500  mgd  rate  with  expected  power  rate  increases  of  8  percent  per  year, 
the  pumping  costs  would  be  in  excess  of  $11  million  per  year.  The 
horsepower  requirements  are  9000  HP  for  125  mgd  and  36,000+  for  500 
mgd.  Capital  cost  estimates  are  available  from  the  DWB. 

A  number  of  operational  problems  would  be  encountered  with  this 
alternative.  Foremost  among  them  is  the  fact  the  Conduit  No.  20  would 
have  to  be  taken  out  of  service  during  construction.  With  the 
existing  demands,  this  would  be  impossible  even  during  the  winter. 
There  would  also  be  extensive  excavation  and  environmental  damage 
caused  by  the  construction  of  the  pipelines  down  the  canyon  to  the 
pump  station. 
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43.  Comment .   "Page  (8-16)  The  biggest  problem  in  using  Chatfield  is 
the  loss  of  energy  by  pumping  the  water  7,000  ft.  to  the  treatment 
plant.  Map  (2-3)  &  (2-13)  demonstrates  that  the  area  directly  in 
front  of  the  Chatfield  Dam  is  sufficient  space  for  the  proposed 
Foothills  Treatment  Plant.  Putting  the  plant  here  would  elevate  the 
pumping  procedure  and  thus  save  the  energy.   A  less  negative  research 
effort  should  be  done  for  the  use  of  Chatfield  Dam." 

Commenter  40 

Response  While  there  may  be  adequate  open  space  (acreage)  to 
place  the  treatment  plant  at  a  site  below  Chatfield  Dam,  other 
problems  exist.  The  low  elevation  of  that  particular  site  would 
essentially  preclude  a  gravity-flow  situation  thereby  not  saving  the 
energy.  The  text  has  been  changed  in  the  Chatfield  Alternative  in 
Chapter  8  of  this  FES  to  more  clearly  show  this. 

44.  Comment .  "One  alternative  considered  might  have  been  a  separate 
distribution  system  for  watering  and  other  non-potable  needs.  The 
discussion  of  time  and  money  invested  in  horticulture  has  no  empirical 
basis." 

Commenter  69 

Response  The  use  of  a  dual  system  is  discussed  on  a  general 
basis  in  the  Conservation  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  this°FES.  A 
discussion  of  time  and  money  invested  and/or  lost  on  horticulture  is 
offered  in  the  Water  Conservation  Alternative  of  Chapter  8  of  this 
FES. 

45.  Comment .   "Page  8-I6;  The  Final  Impact  Statement  should  more 
fully  develop  and  explain  the  Chatfield  alternative's  extraordinary 
def  iciencies." 

Commenter  74 

Response  This  alternative  has  been  placed  in  the  FES  to  show  the 
deficiencies  in  a  more  complete  manner.  See  the  Chatfield  Alternative 
in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

46.  Comment .   "Accordingly,  the  final  statement  should  more  carefully 
emphasize  the  deficiencies  in  the  low-dam  alternative  in  the  same 
fashion  that  it  does  the  deficiencies  in  the  up-stream  dam 
alternative." 

Commenter  74 

Response  Specific  text  changes  have  been  made  in  this  FES  to 
show  in  a  more  complete  manner  the  deficiencies  of  the  low-dam 
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alternative.  See  the  minor  low-dam  alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the 
FES. 

47.  Comment .  "Page  8-1 :  Major  Alternatives:  The  discussion  under 
the  No  Action  alternative  is  total ly  unsatisfactory  .  .  . 

"The  draft  statement  rightly  presupposes  that  such  a 
demand-reducing  program  would  have  no  effect  upon  the  rate  of 
inmigration,  but  fails  to  demonstrate  for  the  benefit  of  the 
decisionmaker  how  totally  ineffective  such  a  device  is  in  the  control 
of  population  growth." 

Commenter  74 

Response  The  discussion  of  growth  in  the  No-Action  Alternative 
in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES  has  been  expanded  and  rewritten. 

48.  Comment .  "In  doing  so,  it  also  incorrectly  states  that  5A.3%   of 
the  Denver  customers  are  unmetered;  this  information  is  obsolete.  The 
fact  is,  that  as  of  1977  only  A2%   of  the  Denver  customers  were 
unmetered.  The  final  statement  should  be  corrected  to  show  the 
correct  percentage." 

Commenter  74 

Response  This  information  was  added  in  the  Water  Conservation 
Alternative,  Chapter  8,  under  the  metering  discussion. 

49.  Comment  "Among  other  suggestions  made  by  opponents  of  the 
project  who  suggest  unworkable  ideas  in  the  name  of  'conservation'  is 
the  suggestion  that  Denver  develop  a  dual  system  of  water  supply  by 
which  unfiltered  water  can  be  used  for  the  irrigation  of  landscaped 
amenities  within  the  service  area.  The  final  impact  statement  should 
address  this  consideration  by  recognizing  that  Denver  already  has 
maximized  the  use  of  this  idea." 

Commenter  74 

Response  The  dual  system  potential  for  further  application  in 
the  DWB  service  area  is  discussed  in  this  FES  in  the  Water 
Conservation  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

50.  Comment.   "Page  2-91,  under  the  heading  FUTURE  ENVIRONMENT 
W I THOUT  THE  PROPOSED  ACT  I  ON :  Testimony  at  the  publ ic  hearing 
indicated  that  one  of  two  alternative  scenarios  will  develop  in  the 
future  under  the  No  Action  Alternative.  One  of  those  scenarios  is  as 
stated  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  other  scenario  would  accommodate  some  or 
most  of  the  future  population  growth  as  projected  by  DRCOG  in  a 
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fashion  similar  to  that  which  developed  in  the  late  1950s  and  early 
1960s  as  a  result  of  so-called  'blue  line."1 

Commenter  74 

Response  This  scenario  could  potentially  develop.  The  blue  line 
zone  is  discussed  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  in  Chapter  8  of  this 
FES. 
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Alternate  New  Sources  of  Raw  Water 

1.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  status  of  the  water  resource  'concepts' 
discussed  in  the  DES  is  vague  and  ambiguous,  and  the  assessment  of 
these  additional  developments  fails  to  discuss  the  full  range  of 
probable  effects,  especially  secondary  impacts.  The  statement  that 
additional  federal  actions  would  each  be  subject  to  NEPA  requirements 
fails  to  respond  to  the  contention  that  federal  approval  of  the 
Foothills  Project  would  create  a  commitment  to,  or  prejudice  in  favor 
of,  further  federal  actions  required  for  the  development  of  water 
resources  needed  to  justify  the  existence  of  the  500  mgd  facility.  The 
evaluation  of  additional  sources  of  raw  water  and  their  environmental 
impacts  cannot  be  divorced  from  the  Foothills  decision,  since  three 
fourths  of  the  Foothills  Project  capacity  is  useless  without 
additional  raw  water." 

Commenters  32,  34,  42,  44,  46,  69,  72,  and  78 

Response.  The  Department  of  Interior  guidelines  directed  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  analyze  the  development  of  raw  water  supplies 
including  transmountain  diversion  facilities,  pumping  plants, 
regulatory  facilities,  and  the  general  environmental  impacts.  Both 
the  short-  and  the  long-term  environmental  impacts  are  described  in 
Chapter  8  in  each  of  Concepts  A,  B,  and  C.   The  future  conditions 
associated  with  the  return  flows  from  the  metro  sewage  plant  are 
estimated  to  be  very  similar  with  or  without  the  project. 

2.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "Several  alternative  water  supply  concepts, 
including  construction  of  the  Two  Forks  Dam  and  Reservoir  Project,  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  8.   This  information  appears  to  be  based  on  the 
recent  Bureau  of  Reclamation  study  of  the  Upper  South  Platte  Unit. 
During  the  course  of  that  study,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  also 
investigated  several  other  alternatives,  including  alternative 
reservoir  sites  on  West  Plum  Creek  and  on  the  North  Fork  near 
Ferndale.   Since  these  alternatives  were  found  to  involve 
substantially  fewer  adverse  environmental  impacts,  they  should  also  be 
analyzed  in  Chapter  8.   In  particular,  the  West  Plum  Creek  alternative 
would  both  avoid  the  destruction  of  the  unique  free-flowing  river  in 
Waterton  Canyon  and  create  a  more  valuable  recreation  reservoir." 

Commenters  38  and  146 

Response.   Information  used  to  develop  the  alternative  water 
supply  comments  did  in  fact  come  from  many  previous  investigations 
including  the  1974  Upper  South  Platte  Unit  study.   There  were  other 
studies  which  discussed  other  alternative  plans  that  could  have  been 
used  to  generate  many  additional  alternative  water  supply  concepts. 
The  three  presented  in  Chapter  8  are  only  three  possibilities;  these 
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three  cover  a  wide  range  of  possibilities  of  general  interest.  The 
Department  of  the  Interior  instructions  and  guidelines  designated  Two 
Forks  site  as  one  of  the  features  to  be  included  as  a  matter  of 
interest.  Actual  methods  chosen  will  be  subjected  to  future 
environmental  analyses  and  environmental  statements  if  they  involve 
major  Federal  actions. 

3.  Comment.   "The  efficacy  [sic]  of  the  water  treatment  process  for 
producing  potable  water  [is]  devoid  of  adverse  health  effects.  This 
may  be  extremely  important  if  new  energy  sources  such  as  coal 
gasification,  oil  shale  mining,  etc.,  are  pursued  in  or  near  the 
watershed  with  their  potential  as  sources  for  direct  and  indirect 
pol I ution . 

Commenter  41 

Response.   It  is  unlikely  that  there  will  be  any  large  scale 
development  of  oil  shale  or  coal  gasification  upstream  from  the 
diversions.   However,  in  the  event  such  developments  were  possible  and 
occurred,  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 
permit  would  be  required.   Any  NPOES  permit  would  require  that  water 
quality  suitable  for  existing  or  future  uses  be  maintained. 

4.  Comment.  "There  is  no  adequate  analysis  of  the  Williams  Fork 
extension  even  though  the  DWD  has  undertaken  numerous  studies  of  this 
potential  source  of  raw  water.   The  enlargement  of  the  Gross  reservoir 
is  referred  to  but  the  full  potnetial  [sic]  of  this  proposal  is  never 
properly  discussed.  Each  of  these  potential  methods  of  increasing  the 
raw  water  supply  should  be  frankly  discussed." 

Commenter s  42,  170, 

Response.   The  extension  of  Wiliams  Fork  collection  system  is 
described  under  Concept  C  and  generally  describes  the  project  as 
envisioned  by  the  Denver  Water  3oard.   A  general  description  of  the 
environmental  conditions  in  the  area  of  Gross  Reservoir  and  potential 
environmental  impacts  from  the  concept  is  described  in  Concept  A,  B. 

5.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  summary  discussion  in  the  draft  environmental 
statement  on  potential  impacts  of  the  project  should  address  not  only 
the  proposed  action  as  outlined  on  pages  1-12  to  1-27,  but  also 
impacts  on  cultural  resources  of  interrelated  project  proposals 
required  for  collection  and  supply  of  raw  water  to  the  treatment 
plant." 

Commenter s  43  and  44 

Reponse.   The  development  of  the  water  supply  concepts  was  based 
primarily  on  recent  reports  prepared  by  consulting  firms,  the  Bureau 
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of  Reclamation  (USBR),  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  USSR  collected 
material  from  these  reports  and  assembled  the  data  in  concepts 
describing  the  potential  features  and  the  associated  environmental 
impacts.   Impacts  on  cultural  resources  in  those  areas  where  raw 
concepts  features  are  to  be  located  are  generally  described  and 
evaluated  in  the  appropriate  sections  of  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

6.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "It  is  felt  that  the  study  is  grossly  inadequate 
in  many  areas  and  the  Town  would  request  that  further  study  be  given 
particularly  to  the  social  and  economic  impacts  on  Summit  County,  the 
effect  on  the  environment  of  Lake  Dillon,  the  lower  Blue  River  and  the 
effect  on  other  western  slope  areas." 

Commenters  54  and  167 

Response.   The  operation  of  Dillon  Reservoir  when  the  proposed 
Foothills  Project  is  functioning  at  125  mgd  would  not  be  different 
from  the  future  conditions  without  Foothills.   Discussion  of 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  Dillon  Reservoir  when  operated 
to  meet  the  full  capacity  of  Foothills  Project  of  500  mgd  is  contained 
in  Concept  A,  Socio-Economics  section,  Chapter  8.   The  other 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  these  concepts  are  described  in 
Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  in  Chapter  8. 

7.  Comment.   Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comments:  "I  prefer  to  call  your  attention  to  one  of  the 
more  major  fallacies  outstanding  in  the  Enviromental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  Foothills  Project  (i.e.  Waterton  Canyon).   In  the  just 
released  EIS,  no  mention  of  the  proposed  Two  -  Forks  Dam  and  the 
effect  it  would  have  on  the  area  is  even  acknowledged." 

Commenters  42,  56,  145,  181,  and  213 

Response.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was  assigned  the 
responsibility  of  evaluating  the  potential  raw  water  supplies  to  meet 
demands  of  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  when  operating  at  500  mgd. 
The  potential  Two  Forks  Reservoir  in  the  South  Platte  Canyon  was  a 
required  element  of  this  evaluation.   This  potential  feature  and  the 
associated  environmental  impacts  are  discussed  in  Concept  A, 
Chapter  8,  of  the  FES.   The  other  potential  water  resource  project 
facilites  are  covered  in  Concepts  B  and  C  of  the  FES.   The  water 
project  concepts  and  the  associated  environmental  impacts  were 
described  in  a  general  sense  and  if  any  of  these  features  are  to  be 
finalized,  a  detailed  and  specific  EIS  will  be  required. 

8.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  impacts  which  have  not  been  satisfactorily 
examined  include: 
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"1.  The  increased  salinity  in  the  lower  Blue  River  and  Colorado 

River . 
"2.  The  increased  nutrient  concentration  in  Lake 

Dillon,  the  lower  Blue  and  Williams  Forks  Rivers. 
"3.  The  impact  on  aquatic  habitation. 
"4.  The  visual  degradation  of  Lake  Dillon  for  which 

this  community  is  dependent  upon  for  summer 

tourism. 
"5.  The  resulting  social -economic  impacts." 

Commenters  67  and  167 

Response.  The  increases  in  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River 
attributable  to  various  levels  of  diversion  under  the  three  raw  water 
concepts  in  Chapter  8  were  addressed  in  the  DES.  Currently,  salinity 
levels  in  the  lower  Blue  River  are  low.  Any  increase  in  salinity 
levels  in  the  lower  Blue  that  could  be  attributable  to  the  diversions 
wou Id  be  similarly  smal I  since  there  is  no  extensi  ve  use  and  reuse  of 
the  water  as  occurs  in  the  lower  Colorado  Basin.  The  minor  increase 
in  salinity  that  could  occur  would  have  no  impact  on  in-basin  uses  of 
the  water. 

Diversions  from  Dillon  Reservoir  itself  would  not  increase 
nutrient  levels  in  the  reservoir.  Nutrients  are  chemically 
nonconservat i ve,  unlike  most  of  the  common  components  of  dissolved 
solids.  Nutrients  in  stratified  reservoirs  tend  to  accumulate  in  the 
bottom  waters.   In  Dillon,  diversions  into  Roberts  Tunnel  are  made 
from  the  deeper  waters.  As  a  result,  nutrient-enriched  water  tends  to 
be  diverted. 

Nutrient  levels  are  more  reflective  of  upstream  development. 
They  are  not  greatly  affected  by  dilution.  During  the  initial  stages 
of  the  Foothills  Project  (125  mgd),  the  increased  diversions  through 
Roberts  Tunnel  would  be  a  significant  factor  in  removing  nutrients 
from  the  reservoir.  On  the  other  hand,  at  the  ultimate  level  of 
diversion,  which  includes  the  headwaters  streams,  the  removal  of 
diluting  water  could  be  significant,  especially  if  there  were  a  large 
increase  in  development  upstream  from  the  reservoirs. 

While  there  would  undoubtedly  be  some  loss  of  aquatic  habitat  due 
to  the  increase  in  diversion  from  the  various  streams,  the  Denver 
Water  Board  has  been  cooperating  with  the  Division  of  Wildlife  in 
developing  recommendations  for  residual  flows  to  preserve  the  stream 
fisheries.  These  studies  and  consequent  flow  recommendations  are 
designed  to  minimize  the  loss  of  aquatic  habitat. 

The  visual  Impacts  and  socio-economic  impacts,  related  to  the 
operation  of  Dillon  reservoir  with  Foothills  Project  operated  at  500 
mgd  are  described  in  Chapter  8,  Raw  Water  Alternatives,  in  the  FES. 
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9.  Comment .  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  proposal  to  exchange  transmountain  sewer 
effluent  with  senior  water  users  on  the  South  Platte  River  downstream 
of  Denver  as  set  out  on  page  3-17  is  vague  and  does  not  provide  enough 
information  to  adequately  assess  the  increase  in  water  supply  as  a 
result  of  'exchange'.  The  exchange  criteria  as  administered  in  the 
South  Platte  River  would  require  replacement  of  the  entire  amount  of 
water  diverted  out  of  priority  so  that  the  increases  in  water  suply  as 
a  result  of  'exchange'  in  Concepts  A,  B  and  C  are  not  clear." 

Commenters  69  and  192 

Response.  The  concept  of  exchange  discussed  in  Chapters  3  and  8 
assumed  that  all  waters  diverted  out  of  priority  would  be  replaced. 
Such  replacement  waters  could  come  from  the  crediting  of  that  portion 
of  the  wastewater  discharge  to  the  South  Platte  River  drainage 
resulting  from  the  use  of  the  DWB  transmountain  diversion  water  during 
the  periods  of  exchange.  Specific  criteria  for  implementing  exchange 
will  be  developed  following  detailed  studies.  Such  studies  were  not 
conducted  at  this  time. 

10.  Comment .  "Page  2-23  -  Pi  I  Ion  Reservoir.  Should  not  the  future 
operation,  drawdown,  of  the  reservoir  and  releases  down  the  Blue  River 
and  probable  impacts  if  changes  occur  be  discussed?" 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  operation  and  drawdown  of  Dillon  Reservoir  on  the 
Blue  River  would  be  essentially  the  same  with  or  without  Foothills 
Project  at  the  125  mgd.  Potential  impacts  associated  with  the 
treatment  plant  at  500  mgd  are  discussed  in  Chapter  8,  Alternative  New 
Sources  of  Raw  Water. 

11.  Comment .  "Page  3-13,  Colorado  River  Watershed.   It  would  appear 
this  125  mgd  proposal  may  have  some  impact  perhaps  not  on  the 
watershed  but  on  individual  streams." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  description  of  the  impacts  on  the  Colorado  River 
watershed  would  essentially  be  the  same  with  or  without  the  Foothills 
plant  at  125  mgd.  The  text  in  the  Water  Resources  section  of 
Chapter  3  has  been  revised  to  note  this  condition.  Essentially  there 
will  be  no  impact  on  the  surface  water  in  the  Colorado  River  watershed 
with  the  project  different  than  the  future  environment  (year  2010) 
without  the  proposed  action  at  125  mgd. 

12.  Comment .  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  DES  also  does  not  address  the  environmental 
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and  socioeconomic  impacts  of  further  transmountai n  water  diversions  on 
the  long-term  development  and  productivity  of  the  Western  Slope." 

Commenters  69  and  167 

Response.   Discussions  of  these  general  concepts  and  the 
long-term  environmental  impacts  are  covered  in  Concepts  A,  B,  and  C, 
Chapter  8,  of  the  FES. 

13.  Comment.   "In  any  case,  the  likely  destruction  of  19  miles  of  the 
South  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  and  7  miles  of  the  North  Fork  should  be 
presented  very  clearly  along  with  statements  which  address  only  the 
flooding  of  1.7  miles  of  stream  in  Waterton  Canyon.  More  frequent 
mention  should  be  made  throughout  the  DES  of  the  consequences  of 
Concepts  A,  B,  C." 

Commenter  68 

Response.  The  impacts  related  to  streams  through  possible 
implementation  of  all  concepts  (A,  B,  and  C)  is  described  in  Raw  Water 
Alternatives,  Chapter  8  of  the  final  statement.   These  impacts  are 
not  associated  with  the  proposed  Strontia  Springs  diversion  structure 
and  Foothills  Project.  The  inundation  of  the  1.7  miles  of  Waterton 
Canyon  is  presented  in  various  elements  of  Chapter  3  of  the  FES. 

14.  Comment .  "The  Draft  Statement  should  explore  the  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  developing  alternative  additional  sources  of 
raw  water  supply  for  the  520  mgd  level  of  operation  for  the  Foothills 
Project  in  as  great  a  detai  I  as  that  required  for  the  project  itself." 

Commenters  69,  73,  and  80 

Response.  The  subject  FES  describes  and  analyses  the  specific 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  Foothills  Project  at  125  mod. 
The  Department  of  the  Interior  directed  that  an  additional  discussion 
should  be  prepared  on  the  sources  of  new  raw  water  supply  and  the 
potential  impacts  associated  with  these  new  raw  water  supply 
developments.   If  in  the  future  any  of  the  alternative  water  concepts 
are  formulated  and  presented  for  approval,  specific  environmental 
statements  would  be  required  for  any  such  developments. 

15.  Comment.   Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:   "Although  the  DEIS  correctly  states  that  these 
depletions  are  allowed  for  under  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River 
Salinity  Program,  the  impacts  of  salinity  due  to  these  proposed 
diversions  and  methods  to  mitigate  these  impacts  need  to  be  fully 
disclosed  under  NEPA  requirements." 

Commenters  74,  78,  and  125 
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Response.  The  impacts  of  specific  projects  which  may  be  similar 
to  features  in  Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  will  be  fully  analyzed  in  specific 
statements  if  these  developments  are  proposed.   Impacts  and  mitigatory 
measures  are  discussed  in  the  FES  for  Titles  I  and  II  of  the  Colorado 
River  Salinity  Control  Program. 

16.  Comment.  "In  addition,  we  feel  more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on 
increased  Colorado  River  salinity  problems  that  deal  with  extensive 
transmountain  water  diversions  as  discussed  in  Chapter  8  of  DES." 

Commenter  79 

Response.  The  level  of  detail  required  for  environmental  impacts 
resulting  from  the  potential  Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  is  general  as 
directed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

17.  Comment.  "Pleas  [sic]  include  in  the  final  document  some 
analysis  of  the  environmental  and  economic  impact  of  the  increased 
salinity  concentrations  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  The  Bureau 
of Reclamation  [sic]  estimates  that  the  annual  cost  to  downstream 
users  of  increased  salinity  is  $230,000  for  each  Img/I  increase. 
Thus,  the  full  utilization  of  the  DWB  projected  sup  lies  [sic]  would 
cause  an  additional  cost  to  downstream  users  of  $4-5.5  million." 

Commenters  84,  100,  101,  107,  167,  and  220 

Response.  The  impacts  of  transbasin  diversion  with  or  without 
the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  at  125  mgd  are  exactly  the  same. 
Evaluation  of  economic  impacts  on  the  Colorado  River  users  has  been 
evaluated  in  a  narrative  form  describing  the  increases  in  salinity 
concentrations  resulting  from  various  collection  and  diversion 
structures  identified  in  the  raw  water  concept.   At  this  time,  it  is 
impossible  to  determine  the  decreases  in  water  quality  for  the 
secondary  and  tieriary  economic  impacts  which  might  result  from  the 
implementation  of  part  or  all  of  the  described  concepts.  When 
definite  proposals  for  these  measures  are  needed,  specific  EIS 
statements  will  be  required  with  cost  impacts  to  consumers. 

18.  Comment.  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "It  does  not:  [sic]  however,  adequately  assess  the 
impacts  of  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  a  500  mgd  water 
system  as  proposed  in  concepts  A,  B,  and  C. 

"It  is  our  understanding  that  expansion  to  the  500  mdg  level  will 
be  addressed  in  a  seperate  Csic]  environmental  impact  statement. 

"The  statement  does  not  consider  other  logical  structural 
alternatives  such  as  a  conduit  system  that  could  carry  the  water  from 
the  mouth  of  the  Roberts  Tunnel  to  the  proposed  Foothill  treatment 
plant.  Such  an  alternative  would  reduce  the  adverse  environmental 
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impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  associated  with  the  proposed 
project  at  125  mgd  and  may  significantly  reduce  adverse  impacts 
associated  with  alternatives  A,  B,  and  C.  Also,  this  alternative  may 
offer  additional  opportunities  for  hydroelectric  power-generating 
capab  i I  ity." 

Commenters  85,  125,  and  127 

Response.  Impacts  of  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of 
any  of  the  concepts  (A,  B,  C)  are  described  in  Chapter  8.  The 
concepts  were  formu+^ted  using  previously  studied  plans  for  which  cost 
and  .benefits  had  been  developed.  Formulations  of  specific  plans  for 
ra+r  water  developments  may  consider  many  new  alternative  plans. 

19.  Comment .  "The  second  direct  impact,  socio-economic  impact  upon 
the  South  Platte  communities.  The  socio-economic  impact  of  the 
proposed  project  especially  in  its  500  mgd  stage  which  requires 
additional  water  will  have  an  economic  impact  beyond  the  Denver  area. 
Specifically,  the  construction  of  Two  Forks  Dam  and  Reservoir  that 
will  eliminate  and/or  disrupt  some  old  and  stable  communities  along 
the  South  Platte  River.  The  economic  losses  sustained  by  these  people 
in  terms  of  future  livelihood,  land,  and  dwellings  is  not  covered." 

Commenter  112 

Response.  The  socio-economic  impacts  of  the  potential  storage 
reservoir,  Two  Forks,  are  generally  discussed  in  Concept  A, 
Socio-Economic  Conditions,  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

20.  Comment.  "As  we  have  stated  in  the  past,  it  was  an  error  to 
include  in  Chapter  Eight,  a  discussion  of  raw  water  alternatives. 
That  discussion  was  not  legally  required,  has  no  bearing  on  the 
agency's  substantive  decisions  on  the  project  and,  as  an  informational 
part  of  the  document  can  only  serve  to  confuse  the  public." 

Commenter  93 

Response.  The  guidelines  and  criteria  used  to  prepare  the 
description  and  analysis  of  potential  raw  water  supplies  for  the 
Foothills  Project  are  described  in  the  first  sections  of  Alternate  New 
Sources  of  Raw  Water,  Chapter  8,  of  the  FES. 

21.  Comment .  "The  consideration  of  the  Two  Forks  alternative  in 
Concept  A  we  believe  is  an  outright  fraud.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
which  had  the  responsibility  for  the  preparation  of  this  section  of 
the  Draft,  has  spent  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  of  taxpayer's 
money  studying  Two  Forks  at  a  total  storage  capacity  of  975,000  acre 
feet.  The  Bureau's  pesentation  of  a  Two  Forks  Project  with  a  storage 
capacity  of  305,000  acre  feet,  less  than  one-third  the  actual  proposed 
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capacity,  appears  to  be  an  intentional  attempt  to  cover  up  the  true 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project." 

Commenter  127 

Response.  Some  of  this  information  was  based  upon  information 
gathered  in  an  earlier  investigation  of  the  Upper  South  Platte  Unit, 
which  would  provide  for  a  multipurpose  reservoir  rather  than  the 
smaller  single  purpose  reservoir  envisioned  with  Foothills. 
Reclamation  estimated  that  a  smaller  amount  of  storage  would  be 
required  to  regulate  the  raw  water  supply  to  serve  Foothills  Project 
at  500  mgd.  The  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  smaller 
reservoir  are  not  materially  different  and  the  general  evaluation  was 
considered  adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the  Foothills  EIS. 

22.  Comment.  "Therefore,  I  would  think  the  raw  water  development 
alternatives  should  be  a  detailed  part  of  this  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.   Including:  overall  cost  of  the  total  system, 
estimated  by  some  to  be  in  the  billions;  the  effects  of  raw  water 
development  on  the  annual  changes  in  reservoir  water  levels;  and 
effects  of  raw  water  collection  on  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River." 

Commenter  177 

Response.   Economic  evaluation  of  the  proposed  Foothills  Project 
for  any  of  the  project  features  described  in  Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  is 
not  appropriate  in  the  FES.  The  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
the  proposed  Foothills  Project  are  contained  in  Chapter  3  of  the  FES. 
A  general  evaluation  of  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  are  found  in  Chapter  8,  Alternative  New  Sources 
of  Raw  Water . 

At  this  time,  it  is  impossible  to  determine  the  decreases  in 
water  quality  for  the  secondary  and  tieriary  economic  impacts  which 
might  result  from  the  implementation  of  part  or  all  of  the  described 
concepts.  When  definite  proposals  for  these  measures  are  needed, 
specific  EIS  statements  will  be  required  with  cost  impacts  to 
consumers. 

Evaluations  of  impacts  on  the  salinity  of  the  Colorado  River  for  a 

treatment  plant  of  125  mgd  is  discussed  in  the  Socio-Economic  Section 

of  Chapter  3,  and  a  treatment  plant  of  500  mgd  capacity  is  discussed 

in  the  Raw  Water  Alternatives  section  of  Chapter  8. 

23.  Comment .  "Consideration  is  not  given  in  the  Environmental 
Document  sufficiently  as  to  a  consideration  of  Western  Slope  water 
rights  or  salinity  as  is  being  considered  in  the  Environmental  Defense 
Fund  Case  where  the  salinity  of  the  Colorado  Rivers  is  being  decided 
in  the  Courts.  There  is  no  addressal  of  requirements  of  the 
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reservoirs  themselves,  especially  with  regard  to  the  Turkshead  and  the 
Two  Forks." 

Commenter  183 

Response.   In  order  to  divert  water  to  the  eastern  slope,  water 
rights  on  the  streams  in  question  must  be  held  by  the  Denver  Water 
Board.   In  order  to  exercise  their  water  right,  no  senior  downstream 
water  rights  can  be  harmed.  Therefore,  there  will  be  no  effect  on 
west  slope  water  rights.  This  will  be  assured  by  the  State  Engineer. 

The  lawsuit  filed  by  the  Environmental  Defense  Fund  against  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
concerns  the  approval  of  non-numerical  standards  developed  by  the 
Colorado  Basin.  If  numerical  standards  are  established,  the  effect  of 
future  projects  relative  to  the  standards  would  have  to  be  evaluated. 
Currently,  the  absolute  change  in  salinity  attributable  to  a  project 
must  be  evaluated.  This  was  done  in  the  Foothills  DES. 

24.  Comment .   "Number  one,  on  Page  8-60  under  Concept  A,  the  first 
full  paragraph,  there  is  no  substantiation  of  the  statement  that  the 
flows  between  Strontia  Springs  Dam  to  Chatfield  Lake  would  be  reduced 
by  approximately  90  percent.   I  cannot  imagine  how  the  percentage  was 
determined ." 

Commenter  198 

Response.  The  reduction  of  flows  in  the  South  Platte  River 
downstream  of  Strontia  Springs  Dam  with  the  Two  Forks  Reservoir 
(Concept  A)  was  predicated  on  the  assumption  that  about  10  percent  of 
the  average  flow  at  Waterton  (1964-73)  would  remain.  The  assumption 
reflected  the  implementation  of  exchange  criteria  and  the  acquisition 
of  downstream  water  rights.  Specific  details  were  not  identified  nor 
were  they  anal yzed . 

25.  Comment.   "Number  two,  Page  8-72,  Concept  B,  the  fifth  full 
paragraph.   The  statement  of  Congressional  review  to  obtain 
authorization  to  modify  Chatfield  Dam  and  Lake  would  be  true,  however, 
I  find  nothing  in  Concept  B  as  to  the  political  impact  of  obtaining 
this  authorization." 

Commenter  198 

Response.  A  congressional  review  and  authorization  would  be 
required  to  modify  Chatfield  Dam  and  Lake  as  described  in  the  FES.   It 
is  through  this  congressional  action  that  the  political  process  would 
come  into  play. 
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26.  Comment .  "A  thorough  discussion  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
and  the  effect  of  the  removal  of  all  this  water  for  the  purposes  of 
Denver  should  be  included  and  I  couldn't  find  it." 

Commenter  183 

Response.  Waters  of  the  Colorado  River  watershed  presently  and 
potentially  available  to  DWB  would  be  accountable  under  the  State  of 
Colorado  entitlement  to  the  use  of  Colorado  River  waters  pursuant  to 
the  Colorado  River  Compact,  Upper  Colorado  River  Compact,  and  State  of 
Colorado  water  law.  General  discussion  of  the  effects  of  the 
potential  new  DWB  Colorado  River  diversions  is  presented  in  Chapter  8, 
Alternate  New  Sources  of  Raw  Water. 

27.  Comment.  "Item  3  —  Page  8-77,  Concept  B,  last  full  paragraph. 
The  Statement  that  the  enlarged  reservoir  would  regulate  the  water 
from  the  Blue  and  South  Platte  Rivers  is  untrue.  This  regulation  is 
under  the  authority  of  the  State  Engineer." 

Commenter  1 98 

Response.  The  regulation  addressed  in  the  paragraphs  relates  to 
the  physical  control  of  the  flows  of  the  South  Platte  River  watershed 
and  the  diversions  from  the  Blue  River,  not  the  administrative  control 
as  exercised  by  the  State  Engineer. 

28.  Comment .  "There  is  a  brief  discussion  of  the  effects  of  increased 
out  basin  diversions  on  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  on  page 
8-110.  The  discussion  is  limited  and  tends  to  reflect  the  attitude 
that  nothing  can  be  done  to  mitigate  or  reduce  the  damage  and  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  in  Western  Colorado  must  simply  bear  the  burden 
of  the  increased  salinity.  We  request  that  the  issue  be  addressed  in 
detail  and  that  the  economical  damage  resulting  from  the  increased 
salinity  caused  by  increased  transversion  of  high  quality  water  be 
addressed  in  detail  and  that  no  right  of  way  or  use  permit  be  issued 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  Foothills  treatment  complex 
without  provision  for  and  enforcement  of  the  assignment  of  the 
salinity  burden  and  economic  damage  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  water 
users  caused  by  diversions  of  high  quality  water  from  the  Colorado 
R'ver  Basin  to  the  Foothills  treatment  plant." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  Site-specific  environmental  assessment  will  be 
required  for  any  eventual  federal  decision  and  action  that  is  related 
to  the  development  of  any  of  the  alternative  raw  water  supplies 
discussed  in  Chapter  8. 

29.  Comment .  "We  request  that  the  Final  Statement  include  an 
analysis  of  the  availability  of  pumping  energy  and  its  sources 
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including  the  option  that  the  energy  be  generated  and  the  pollution 
load  assumed  in  Metropolitan  Denver  and  not  on  the  Western  Slope." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  Discussion  of  pumping  energy  requirements  is  presented 
in  Chapter  8,  under  Concept  C  of  the  Raw  Water  Alternative  section  of 
the  FES.  No  specific  source  of  energy  was  identified. 

30.  Comment.  "We  request  also  that  the  Department  address  in  detail 
its  decision  that  35,000  acre  feet  will  be  available  to  Denver  from 
that  portion  of  the  system  labeled  'Lower  Eagle'  on  Figure  8-5  on  page 
8-95  when  the  Denver  Water  Board  does  not  have  a  decree  for  the 
water." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  The  35,000  acre-feet  is  estimated  to  be  physically 
available  from  the  "Lower  Eagle"  based  upon  the  assumption  that  waters 
proposed  to  be  diverted  from  locations  now  within  the  wilderness  area 
could  be  diverted  at  an  alternate  location  subject  to  the  obtaining  of 
appropriate  water  rights. 

31.  Comment .  "We  request  that  the  Final  Statement  address  the 
fol lowi  ng  facts: 

"The  Denver  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  does  have  a  decree  for 
Homestake  Creek  and  Eagle  River  waters  which  the  Draft  assumes  to  be 
capable  of  supplying  32,000  acre  feet  (Figure  8-5,  page  8-95).  We 
request  the  Department  to  explain  how  it  determined  that  32,000  acre 
feet  is  available  to  the  Foothills  plant  when  Denver  is  junior  in  the 
priority  system  on  Homestake  Creek  and  the  Eagle  River  to  both  the 
existing  Homestake  Project  and  its  expansion  owned  by  the  cities  of 
Colorado  Springs  and  Aurora,  and  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation 
District's  Redcliff  Project  pending  before  the  Federal  Power 
Commission." 

Commenter  50 

Response.   See  Roberts  Tunnel  Colleciton  System,  Eagle-Piney/ 
Eagle  Colorado  Water  Study,  Eagle-Piney  Operational  Configuration, 
Parsons,  Brinkerhoff,  Quade,  and  Douglas,  Inc.,  Forrest  and  Cotton, 
Inc.,  June  1974.  Use  of  information  presented  in  this  report  along 
with  the  assumptions  presented  led  to  the  estimate  of  32,000  acre 
feet. 

32.  Comment.   "Although  the  proposal  in  Concept  B  may  or  may  not  be 
inconsistent  with  the  Blue  River  decree  and  stipulations,  it  does  not 
appear  that  Concept  B  addressed  the  question  of  the  required  pro  tanto 
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reduction  of  diversions  from  the  Blue  River  as  set  forth  in  paragraph 
4(g)  of  the  stipulation.  We  request  that  the  Final  Statement  address 
that  provision." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  Analyses  of  the  use  and  place  of  use  of  Blue  River 
water  in  relationship  to  the  use  by  the  DWB  of  waters  from  sources 
other  than  the  Blue  River  was  beyond  the  scope  of  this  environmental 
statement. 

33.  Comment .  "At  page  8-56  there  is  discussion  of  tourism  and 
recreation  in  Dillon  Reservoir.  The  DWB  holds  decrees  for  Dillon 
Reservoir  and  in  supplying  a  water  treatment  plant  at  the  Foothills 
may  draw  essentially  all  of  the  water  from  Dillon  Reservoir.  We 
request  that  the  Final  Statement  include  an  analysis  on  the  effect  on 
recreation  as  a  result  of  the  DWB  drawing  al I  of  or  nearly  al I  of  the 
water  out  of  Dillon  Reservoir." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  The  withdrawal  of  water  from  Dillon  Reservoir  will 
occur  with  or  without  the  Foothills  Project.  The  amounts  will  depend 
upon  the  hydrologic,  climatic,  and  demand  conditions  in  any  given  year 
or  sequence  of  years.  Generalized  effects  are  presented  in  Chapter  2, 
Future  Environment  Without  the  Proposed  Action,  and  Chapter  8, 
Alternate  New  Sources  of  Raw  Water,  in  the  FES. 

34.  Comment .  "At  page  8-32  and  Table  8-14  on  page  8-35  we  find 
language  that  indicates  the  enlargement  of  the  Moffat  system  and 
Roberts  Tunnel  would  increase  diversion  from  the  Western  Slope  by 
approximately  52,000  acre  feet;  this  includes  collection  from  Straight 
Creek  diverted  to  Dillon  Reservoir.  We  request  that  the  Department  of 
Interior  to  explain  the  source  of  its  data  and  calculations  whereby 
the  increases  of  19,000  from  the  Moffat  system  and  33,000  from  the 
Roberts  Tunnel  is  determined  and  the  basis  of  the  decision  assuming 
diversion  from  Straight  Creek." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  With  expanded  Gross  Reservoir  capacity,  additional 
capability  to  regulate  flows  originating  above  the  existing  Moffat 
Collection  System  facilities  would  exist  to  the  extent  that  such  flows 
were  divertible  pursuant  to  water  rights  held  by  the  DWB.  The 
increase  in  Roberts  Tunnel  diversions  is  attributable  to  having 
regulation  capability  within  the  South  Platte  watershed  and  that  such 
waters  are  divertible  pursuant  to  the  Blue  River  Decree.  Straight 
Creek  diversions  are  predicated  upon  DWB  information  reflecting  a 
filing  for  potential  Straight  Creek  diversions  and  estimates  of  yield. 
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No  detailed  operational  studies  were  conducted  by  the  Department  of 
I  nterior . 

35.  Comment .  "In  each  of  the  concepts  the  Department  of  Interior 
assumes  increased  transmountai n  diversion  of  high  quality  water 
without  consideration  of  the  fact  that  in  most  cases  Denver  does  not 
hold  decrees  for  the  water.   In  Civil  actions  2371,  1549,  and  1548  the 
Master  Referee  ruled  that' .. .there's  been  no  demonstration  that  the 
Board  of  Water  Commissioners  of  the  City  and  County  of  Denver  formed  a 
definite  intent  as  of  the  date  claimed  to  proceed  with  these 
projects...'  He  ruled  that  the  DWB  did  not  show  it  intends  to 
appropriate  water  from  the  West  Slope  streams  that  are  assumed  in  the 
Draft  Statement  to  be  available  to  supply  Foothills.  We  request  that 
the  Final  Statement  include  detailed  discussion  explaining  why  the 
Department  of  Interior  has  assumed  Colorado  River  Basin  Water  should 
be  diverted  to  the  Foothills  plant  when  the  DWB  did  not  form  an 
intention  to  divert  it." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  This  matter  is  being  contested  in  the  courts  of  the 
State  of  Colorado,  and  no  further  comment  is  warranted  at  this  time. 

36.  Comment, 


Resources  is 


"The  last  paragraph  under  the  subheading  Water 
a  cursory  discussion  of  the  increased  salinity  in  the 
Colorado  River  caused  by  increased  out  basin  diversions.  We  request 
that  a  full  analysis  of  the  salinity  detriments  including  economic 
effects  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  Colorado  caused  by  increased 
transmountain  diversions  be  presented  in  the  Final  Statement." 


Commenter  50 

Response.  Water  rights  presently  held  by  the  DWB  for  its 
existing  facilities  entitle  the  DWB  to  divert  certain  quantities  of 
water.  As  the  water  demand  increases,  increases  in  diversions  to  the 
extent  such  water  rights  allow,  will  occur  with  or  without  the 
proposed  Foothills  Project.  All  water  quality  discussions  have  been 
revised  throughout  the  text  to  include  discussions  of  salinity  as  it 
pertains  to  this  project.  Salinity  changes  due  to  future 
transmountain  diversions  are  discussed  in  Raw  Water  Alternatives  of 
Chapter  8  of  this  FES. 

37.  Comment.  "On  page  8-15,  in  the  third  full  paragraph  under  the 
subheading  Water  Resources  is  the  comment  that  'Average  annual  flows 
downstream  of  Dillon  Dam  would  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  increased 
diversions  through  Roberts  Tunnel.'  This  statement  appears  to  assume 
that  the  Blue  River  decrees  and  stipulations  are  to  be  ignored.  We 
request  that  this  comment  be  clarified  in  the  Final  Statement." 

Commenter  50 
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Response.  Diversions  by  the  DWB  through  the  Roberts  Tunnel  are 
limited  to  the  amounts  available  pursuant  to  its  water  rights. 
Additional  diversions  pursuant  to  its  rights  would  decrease  spills 
downstream  to  the  Blue  River. 

38.  Comment.  "We  request  the  data  base,  hydrologic  and  water  rights 
assumptions  be  shown  in  detail  in  the  Final  Statement  or  that  the 
Final  Statement  show  that  the  Colorado  River  Basin  water  assumed  to  be 
available  to  Foothills  is  not  available  or  is  seriously  questionable." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  It  is  acknowledged  that  the  water  supply  figures 
developed  for  each  concept  were  not  developed  by  actual  operational 
studies  and  that  thorough  analysis  may  reduce  the  estimated  water 
supplies  in  the  concepts  presented  (see  Chapter  8,  Alternate  New 
Sources  of  Raw  Water).  The  question  of  legal  and  economic  feasibility 
of  the  alternative  raw  water  sources  was  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
environment  statement. 

39.  Comment .  "At  page  5-2  under  the  heading  Water  Resources,  and  the 
subheading  Surface  Water,  in  the  first  paragraph  we  find  the 
continuing  assumption  that  a  500  mgd  plant  must  be  constructed  and 
that  the  additional  raw  water  supplies  must  come  from  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  of  Western  Colorado.   'Colorado  River  Basin  flows  would 
reduce  and  South  Platte  River  flows  would  both  increase  and  decrease 
depending  upon...'  We  request  that  the  Final  Statement  include  a 
complete  analysis  of  the  adverse  impacts  on  Western  Colorado  and 
Western  Colorado  streams  with  full  discussion  of  why  the  Department  of 
Interior  thinks  increased  diversions  from  the  Colorado  River  cannot  be 
avoided." 

Commenter  50 

Response.  Decisions  related  to  specific  raw  water  sources  are 
not  to  be  made  on  the  basis  of  this  environmental  statement  and  no 
federal  action  regarding  the  development  of  these  potential  sources  is 
proposed  pursuant  to  policy  established  at  the  time  it  was  decided  to 
expand  discussion  within  the  Foothills  ES.  Future  site-specific 
environmental  assessment  will  be  required  for  any  eventual  federal 
.decision  and  action  that  is  related  to  the  development  of  the 
alternative  water  supplies.  It  is  anticipated  that  most,  if  not  all, 
raw  water  sources  would  require  a  federal  permit  at  some  level. 

40.  Comment.  "We  request  the  tone  and  specifics  of  the  Final 
Statement  emphasize  alternative  Eastern  Slope  water  sources  and  the 
bias  towards  increasing  diversions  from  the  Western  Slope  be 

el iminated." 

Commenter  50 
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Response.  Consideration  of  alternative  raw  water  sources 
includes  the  transfer  of  South  Platte  and  Bear  Creek  ditch  rights  and 
the  exchange  of  transmountain  effluent  and  is  reflected  in  Concepts  A, 
B,  and  C.  Details  related  to  which  rights  would  be  transferred  or  how 
exchange  might  be  effected  were  not  developed.  Actual  exchange  of 
Blue  River  water  by  the  DWB  was  initiated  on  September  10,  1976. 
Quantities  ranging  from  59,000  to  112,000  acre-feet  were  estimated  to 
be  potentially  available  as  a  result  of  sewage  effluent  exchange  and 
acquisition  of  water  rights  by  the  DWB  on  the  eastern  slope.  This 
ranges  from  about  65  to  32  percent  of  the  additional  raw  water  shown 
needed  in  Concept  A,  B,  and  C  in  Chapter  8  of  the  FES. 

41.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "There  is  no  mention  of  the  amount  or 
accessibility  of  underground  water  resources,  the  cost  of  developing 
them  or  what  effect  development  of  this  resource  would  have  on 
mitigating  the  'shortage'  problem.   I  refer  here  to  an  article  in  the 
July  3,  1977  edition  of  the  Rocky  Mountian  News  in  which  a  Colorado 
State  Water  Resources  Engineer  said  that  Denver  is  located  over  a  vast 
undergound  aquifer  which  holds  'about  154  million  acre  feet  enough  to 
supply  the  Denver  Water  Boards  [sic]  customers  at  current  use  rates 
for  600  years.'   I  don't  advocate  full  scale  development  of 
underground  resources  for  municipal  purposes  but  if  we  permitted  more 
horticultural  wells  to  be  installed,  there  would  be  no  need  for  the 
Foothills  plant  and  additional  mountain  water  development." 

Commenters  69  and  132 

Response  There  are  a  plurality  of  various  raw  water  sources  that 
could  have  been  examined.  Three  most  likely  ones  were  chosen  for 
presentation.   If  development  involves  a  major  federal  action, 
additional  environmental  assessment  will  be  required  under  NEPA. 

A  report  entitled  Ground  Water  Resources  of  the  Bedrock  Aquifers 
of  the  Denver  Basin,  Colorado,  published  in  1976,  was  prepared  by  the 
State  of  Colorado,  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Water 
Resources,  and  indicated  that  "Development  of  the  aquifers  in  the 
Metro  area  should  proceed  with  caution  and  with  the  realization  that 
all  previous  data  indicate  the  water  is  being  'mined'  and  will  be 
available  for  pumping  for  a  fixed  time."  The  report  also  indicated 
pumping  depths  required  may  ".  .  .demand  the  use  of  pumping  facilities 
which  might  lie  far  beyond  the  economic  capabilities  of  the  private 
well  owner.  .  .tax  common  pumping  equipment  and  impose  heavy  economic 
burdens  on  the  well  user." 

42.   Comment.  "Re:  paragraph  4:  It  should  be  made  clear  that  the 
utility  of  this  project  depends  on  the  Two  Forks  Dam  project  (or 
equivalent)  and  proposed  facilities  on  the  Blue  and  Eagle  River 
watersheds." 

Commenter  69 
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Response.  The  utility  of  the  project  is  dependent  upon  (1)  a 
demand  for  treated  water  at  levels  commensurate  with  the  plant 
capacity,  and  (2)  the  availability  of  raw  water  commensurate  with  the 
demand.  Alternate  sources  of  raw  water  are  discussed  in  Chapter  8. 

43.  Comment .  "The  interrelation  ship  [sic]  between  the  Strontia 
Springs/Two  Forks  System  and  the  Narrows  Dam  in  Weld  County  should  be 
examined." 

Commenter  84 

Response.  The  two  projects  are  not  interrelated  and  do  not 
function  together  as  a  unit.  Therefore,  the  Narrows  Dam  was  not 
covered  in  the  interrelationships  section  of  Chapter  1. 

44.  Comment.  "The  concepts  regarding  alternate  new  sources  of  raw 
water  are  woeful ly  inadequate  in  their  assessment  of  water  to  be 
obtained  through  'exchange.'  No  supporting  facts  are  given  as  to  just 
where  this  water  will  come  from  or  its  impact." 

Commenter  81 

Response.  General  discussion  is  presented  in  Chapter  8, 
Alternate  New  Sources  of  Raw  Water.  South  Platte  River  flows  would  be 
diverted  or  stored  out-of-pr ior ity  to  be  exchanged  or  replaced 
downstream  of  Denver  by  wastewater  effluent  resulting  from 
transmountain  diversion.  Flows  of  the  South  Platte  River  through  the 
Denver  metropolitan  area  could  be  greatly  reduced  depending  upon  the 
extent  to  which  such  exchange  may  be  implemented. 

45.  Comment.  "The  statement  contains  no  data  as  to  the  number  of 
acre  feet  of  stored  raw  water  that  would  be  necessary  for  the 
treatment  plant  and  only  cloudy  data  as  to  the  capacity  (acre  feet)  of 
Two  Forks." 

Commenter  81 

Response.  The  projected  DWB  raw  water  demand  is  about  406,000 
acre  feet  at  the  time  the  full  500  mgd  treatment  capacity  is 
anticipated  to  be  required  (see  Table  1-4).  Chapter  8,  Alternate  New 
Sources  of  Raw  Water,  presents  general  discussion  of  Two  Forks  Dam  and 
Reservoir.  A  total  storage  capacity  of  about  550,000  acre  feet  was 
estimated  to  be  required.  This  capacity  was  dependent  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  exchange  of  transmountain  effluent  and  acquisition 
of  water  rights  would  entitle  the  DWB  to  utilize  about  90  percent  of 
the  annual  flows  of  the  South  Platte  River  at  Waterton.  Lesser 
ability  to  use  the  Waterton  flows  would  increase  the  storage  capacity 
required. 


9-161 


46.  Comment.   "The  EIS  reports  on  Page  6-3  that  the  permanent  work 
force  needed  to  maintain  the  project  would  enhance  the  long-term 
productivity  of  35  families  in  the  transportation  and  public  utilities 
work  force.  But  where  is  the  reference  to  what  the  project 
(particularly  the  construction  of  Two  Forks)  will  do  to  the  families 
who  live  along  the  area  of  the  South  Platte  that  will  be  inundated  by 
the  dam  reservoir?  What  happens  to  the  productivity  of  the  families 
who  will  lose  their  homes  in  Deckers  and  Foxton?  They  seem  less 
important  in  the  EIS  than  the  utilities  workers." 

Commenter  21 

Response.  The  project  addressed  is  the  Foothills  Project  and  not 
the  construction  of  Two  Forks  Dam.   Since  this  document  makes  no 
recommendation  for  or  against  the  construction  of  Two  Forks  Dam,  the 
discussion  of  general  impacts  related  to  the  development  of  additional 
raw  water  supplies  is  presented  in  Chapter  8,  Alternate  New  Sources  of 
Raw  Water,  in  the  FES. 

47.  Comment .  "The  relevance  of  the  subject  plan  in  the  context  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  Colorado  River  Quality  Improvement  Plan, 
dated  May  1977." 

Commenter  41 

Response.  The  document  apparently  referred  to  is  entitled  "Final 
Environmental  Statement,  Colorado  River  Water  Quality  Improvement 
Program,"  dated  May  19,  1977.  The  FES  was  prepared  jointly  by  the 
USDI,  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (lead  agency),  and  the  USDA,  Soil 
Conservation  Service.  The  document  depicted  future  potential  DWB 
Colorado  River  watershed  diversions  and  estimated  effects  on 
downstream  water  quality.  The  DWB  diversions  depicted  were  one  of  a 
number  of  future  additional  water  uses  reflected  in  the  May  19,  1977 
FES. 

48.  Comment.   "It  is  suggested  that  some  such  graphic  presentation  of 
the  raw  water  supply  problem  be  included  in  the  next  EIS." 

Commenter  42 

Response.   Chapter  8  has  a  detailed  description  of  raw  water 

supply  problems  in  this  final  statement.   Each  of  the  raw  water 

concepts  discussed  in  Chapter  8,  Raw  Water  Alternatives,  is 

accompanied  by  a  map,  a  water  supply  schematic  and  a  table  of  water 
data. 

49.  Comment.   "Construction  of  the  $135,000,000  Foothills  Treatment 
Plant  will  be  useless  to  the  Denver  Metropolitan  area  unless 
additional  raw  water  sources  are  diverted  to  the  Foothills  site.  Yet 
where  are  the  details  of  these  additional  diversions?  where  will  they 
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be  located?  what  will  be  their  environmental  impact?  how  much  will 
they  cost?   If,  in  fact,  these  additional  projects  will  cost  as  much 
as  various  articles  in  the  newspaper  have  reported  them  to  cost,  i.e., 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $1  billion,  what  are  all  the  alternatives  to 
such  an  expense?  The  purpose  of  an  EIS  as  I  understand  it  is  to  give 
the  average  taxpayer  and  citizen  the  facts  upon  which  to  make  an 
intelligent  and  well-informed  decision  in  these  kinds  of  technical 
issues.  Since  the  EIS  does  not  cover  the  full  scope  of  the  project, 
the  complete  costs,  nor  the  alternatives  of  conservation  and  recycling 
I  do  not  feel  that  it  has  done  the  job  for  which  it  was  intended.  And 
I  do  not  feel  that  I  have  enough  information,  therefore,  to  support 
the  project  as  outlined  in  the  EIS." 

Commenter  21 

Response.   The  construction  of  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  will 
enable  the  DWB  to  satisfy  treated  water-demands  during  the  peak  use 
period  of  the  year.  As  population  growth  occurs,  both  the  peak-day 
demand  and  the  annual  demand  are  projected  to  increase.  With  the 
projected  increase  in  annual  demand,  additional  raw  water  supplies 
would  be  required.  General  discussion  of  potential  sources  of  raw 
water  is  presented  in  Chapter  8.   If  additional  sources  of  raw  water 
are  developed,  further  environmental  analysis  must  be  completed  prior 
to  development.  ES  preparation  policy  excludes  a  detailed  discussion 
of  cost-benefit  analyses. 

50.  Comment.   "The  environmental  impacts  of  the  common  elements  of 
Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  should  be  collected  and  discussed  in  one  place  in 
order  that  the  reader  will  appreciate  that  certain  consequences  are 
bound  to  occur  regardless  of  the  project  ultimately  chosen  for 
increasing  the  raw  water  supply." 

Commenter  42 

Response  While  there  are  some  advantages  to  a  collected 
discussion  of  all  three  concepts,  it  is  considered  to  be  more 
comprehensible  to  the  reader  in  separate  sections,  especially  in  view 
of  the  complexity  of  these  varied  locations  and  widely  diversified 
concepts.  The  text  in  the  FES  was  not  changed. 

51.  Comment.   "Page  8-31.   Analyses  of  other  alternatives  especially 
the  water  supply  concepts  (i.e.  Two  Fork  Reservoir)  does  not  address 
probability  of  contrived  low  density  sprawl  which  has  direct 
implications  for  financial  liability  of  State  and  locals  to  provide 
and  maintain  the  necessary  road  facilities.  Low  density  sprawl  also 
has  direct  implications  of  a  resultant  increase  in  air  pollution 
level s." 

Commenter  69 
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Response  Please  see  the  rewritten  Future  Without  the  Project 
(Chapter  2  of  the  FES)  and  the  rewritten  No  Action  Alternative 
(Chapter  8). 
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General 

1.  Comment .  "1-32  The  revised  DES  appears  to  have  made  a  major 
change  in  the  proposed  widths  for  the  access  road  in  the  South  Platte 
Canyon.  As  now  proposed,  the  entire  roadway  would  be  22  feet  wide. 
The  original  proposal,  which  reflected  agreements  by  several  agencies, 
called  for  two  sections  of  14-foot  roadway  with  turnouts  (station 
247t71  to  275+83  at  the  Keystone  Bridge,  and  station  340+50  to 
350+50).  These  narrow  sections  would  preserve  aesthetically  pleasing 
segments  of  the  road  with  narrow  rock  cuts  over  the  old  DSP&P  railway. 
It  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  construct  a  22-foot 
roadway  through  these  sections  without  unacceptable  damage  to  the  rock 
canyon  walls,  or  the  stream,  or  both.  We  feel  these  two  segments 
should  be  constructed  as  a  14-foot  roadway  with  turnouts  as  originally 
planned.   It  is  not  made  clear  why  a  22-foot  roadway  is  necessary  for 
both  the  Proposed  Action  (p.  1-32)  and  the  Lower  Dam  Minor  Alternative 
(p.  8-26),  while  it  is  acceptable  to  upgrade  the  road  to  a  14-foot 
width  with  turnouts  for  the  Upstream  Dam  Alternative  (p,  8-22)." 

Commenter  55 

Response.  The  project  proposal  has  been  amended  to  construct 
22-foot  roadways  instead  of  the  14-foot  originally  proposed.  The 
reason  is  that  both  the  State  and  Federal  Occupational  and  Safety 
Hazard  Agencies  made  declaratory  statements  to  the  BLM  interagency 
team  to  the  effect  that  the  14-foot  roadways  were  inadequate  for  safe 
construction  activity.   In  Chapters  1  and  8  of  the  final  statement,  an 
explanation  is  presented  in  more  detail. 

2.  Comment.  "It  should  be  pointed  out,  however,  that  the  BLM,  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Corps  of  Engineers  have  questionable  legal 
authority  to  impose  so-called  mitigating  measures  which  relate  to  the 
treatment  plant  complex,  that  work  which  will  occur  on  non-federal 
lands  and  that  work  which  does  not  involve  the  jurisdiction  of  section 
404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  The  federal  action  requested  by  the  applicant  on 
federal  properties  is,  by  the  nature  of  these  activities,  tied 
directly  to  the  remainder  of  the  project;  therefore,  there  is  a 
responsibility  to  assess  all  actions  as  to  their  environmental  impacts 
and  mitigate  those  impacts  to  the  degree  that  is  reasonable  and 
imp  I ementab I e. 

The  authority  to  include  stipulations  on  non-federal  lands  and 
the  enforcib i I  ity  of  these  stipulations  are  discussed  in  a  memo  of 
April  11,  1975  from  the  Denver  Regional  Solicitor,  U.S.  Department  of 
Interior.   Excerpts  from  that  memo  follow. 
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"The  Federal  Government  not  only  can  but  must  take  whatever 
action  is  necessary  to  insure  that  Federal  lands  are  used  in  an 
environmentally  acceptable  manner.  To  do  so  it  must  insure  activity 
on  Federal  lands  do  not  cause  nonacceptab I e  environmental  impacts  off 
as  well  as  on  the  lands.   Specifically,  in  connection  with  the 
Strontia  Springs  Diversion  Dam  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  not  grant  a  right-of-way  for  the  impoundment  of 
water  on  Federal  lands  if  the  off  tract  impacts  such  as  might  result 
from  the  construction  of  the  necessary  distribution  system  will  result 
in  nonacceptab I e  environmental  impacts.  One  way  to  insure  that  such 
off-site  impacts  do  not  occur  would  be  to  include  in  the  right-of-way 
grant  stipulations  controlling  off-site  activities. 

"with  respect  to  your  question  as  to  how  such  stipulations  can  be 
enforced,  the  right-of-way  should  include  a  provision  for  the 
forfeiture  of  the  right-of-way  if  the  entity  to  which  the  right-of-way 
is  granted  fails  to  comply  with  any  environmental  stipulations." 

3.  Comment.   "Enlargement  of  existing  facilities  should  not  be 
dismissed  lightly  even  if  the  capab  i I  ities  for  en  I argment  [sic]  are 
not  great.   The  maximum  extent  to  which  existing  treatment  plants  can 
be  enlarged  should  be  specified  and  appropriately  supported." 

Commenter  42 

Response.   See  discussion  in  Chapter  1  of  the  FES  on  Purpose  and 
Need  for  project,  (a)   The  ability  of  the  DWB  to  treat  raw  water  will 
be  increased  by  24  percent  with  the  Foothills  plant  at  1 25  mgd  and  by 
96  percent  with  the  plant  at  500  mgd;  (b)  the  DWB  has  expanded  the 
existing  treatment  facilities  at  Marston  and  Moffat  over  the  past 
twenty  years.   Their  respective  locations,  land  area  available, 
relationship  to  available  water  supplies,  and  the  pumping  energy 
required  to  distribute  treated  water  are  disadvantages  which  the 
Foothills  Project  does  not  have  and,  as  a  result  the  DWB,  is  not 
considering  such  expansion  as  a  viable  alternative;  (c)  actual  usage 
of  treated  water  can  be  reduced  in  the  future  if  increasingly  more 
severe  restrictions  during  peak-use  periods  are  imposed  on  a  permanent 
basis.   No  thorough  analysis  of  maximum  extent  to  which  existing 
treatment  facilities  may  be  expanded  has  been  undertaken. 

4.  Comment.   "Page  3-61.   'The  impact  (on  roads)  of  construction  for 
the  second  conduit  would  be  greater,  but  this  is  not  quantifiable.  - 
If  impacts  are  quantifiable  for  other  conduits  why  not  this  one?'" 

Commenter  69 

Response.  The  impact  on  roads  for  the  second  conduit  would  be 
greater  because  of  assumed  undefinable  increased  traffic  volumes  on 
those  roads  in  the  future. 
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5.  Comment.  "Page  8-20.  Under  the  discussion  of  Conduit  27,  since 
it  is  not  presented  elsewhere,  the  disruption  caused  by  conduit 
construction  should  be  included.   Is  there  adequate  highway  right  of 
way  for  multiple  use  or  will  the  conduit  enter  Chapel  Hi  I  I  Cemetery 
property?  Also,  Orchard  Avenue  and  Happy  Canyon  Road  should  be 

incl uded  in  Table  2-29." 

Commenter  69 

Response.   Detailed  discussion  is  presented  in  Chapter  3  under 
the  various  environmental  subheadings  of  the  impacts  of  the  first  and 
second  conduit  construction.  The  highway  right-of-way  will  be 
adequate.   The  conduit  will  not  enter  the  Chapel  Hill  Cemetery. 
Table  2-29  has  been  removed  from  this  FES. 

6.  Comment.  "Within  a  few  decades,  the  total  capacity  of  DWB  water 
storage  will  begin  to  decline  and  will  eventually  disappear  without 
extensive  maintenance  and  renewal  which  are  not  discussed  in  the  DES." 

Commenter  69 

Response.  Overall  maintenance  of  the  DWB  water  storage  system  is 
not  a  factor  presented  as  part  of  the  Foothills  Project  proposal  and 
therefore  was  not  discussed  in  the  statement. 

7.  Comment.   "The  possibility  of  wetlands  and  mud  banks  resulting 
from  water  diversion.   Vector  control  surveillance  should  be 
maintained  in  these  areas." 

Commenter  41 

Response.  The  possibility  of  wetlands  and  mudbanks  is 
conceivably  possible.   The  drawdown  at  Dillon  would  occur  with  or 
without  Foothills,  however. 

8.  Comment.   Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "The  present  DES  is  extremely  deficient,  since  it 
fails  to  provide  a  thorough  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  full  500 
mgd  facility.   Neither  the  primary  nor  secondary  impacts  of  the  500 
mgd  facility  are  adequately  identified  and  evaluated. 

Commenters  48  and  69 

Response.   The  statement  does  reflect  a  thorough  assessment  of 
the  impacts  (both  primary  and  secondary)  at  500  mgd  within  the  project 
area  as  defined  in  Chapters  1,  2,  and  3.   No  thorough  asessment  is 
possible  of  the  500  mgd  development  beyond  the  project  area  because  no 
specific  methods  of  raw  water  delivery  have  been  proposed  by  the  DWB. 
In  Chapter  8  of  the  statement,  the  three  most  I  ikely  concepts  of  raw 
water  delivery  are  discussed  in  general  terms.   All  three  of  these 
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future  concepts  would  involve  a  federal  action  and  additional 
environmental  assessment. 

9.  Comment .  "It  is  our  understanding  an  error  was  made  in  drafting 
the  statement  as  it  relates  to  the  power  production  and  savings  as  it 
relates  to  the  500  million  gallons  per  day  plant.  Actual  figures  for 
the  500  mi  I  I  ion  gal  Ions  per  day  faci I ity  would  be  63.8  mi  I  I  ion 
kilowatt  hours  saved  (in  lieu  of  the  47.9  million)  and  a  production  of 
28  mi  I  I  ion  ki lowatt  hours  (in  I ieu  of  78  mi  I  I  ion)  for  a  surplus  of  and 
savings  total  of  78.8  million  kilowatt  hours  (not  111.9).  This  would 
approximate  service  to  14,379  homes;  again  with  no  energy  production 
increase  necessary  by  the  Public  Service  Company." 

Commenter  203 

Response.  The  78  million  kilowatt-hours  is  incorrect;  28  million 
is  the  correct  figure.  Changes  throughout  the  text  have  been  made  to 
reflect  this  and  the  change  in  savings. 

10.  Comment.  "Page  2-5;  COMMENT:  The  description  of  the  existing 
system  is  incomplete  in  that  it  totally  ignores  teatment  and 
operational  constraints  which  dictate  system  operation. 

"All  tables  and  calculations  which  use  these  volumes  should  be 
changed  to  reflect  useable  storage  only." 

Commenter  74 

Response.  At  the  time  of  preparation  of  the  DES,  it  was  not 
clear  what  part  operational  constraints  would  play  in  system 
operation.  Levels  of  520  mgd  existing  treatment  capacity  plus  some 
use  of  treated  water  storage  were  utilized  throughout  the  text  in  all 
water  calculations.  These  calculations  show  significant  max-day 
treatment  inadequacies  (see  Table  1-5,  Chapter  1,  of  this  FES).  To 
turn  from  these  calculations  at  this  point  and  recalculate  again  all 
data  based  on  these  late  date  system  constraints  would  causean  almost 
total  rewrite  of  the  ES.  The  shortages  shown  are  severe  with  existing 
calculations.  Any  further  increases  of  these  shortage  days  would  not 
appreciably  increase  the  already  severe  horticultural  impacts.   It 
would  appear  to  be  unreasonable  as  well  as  untimely  to  begin  a  total 
recalculation  just  to  show  an  increase  in  the  degree  of  severity  of 
the  shortage.  The  FES  has  retained  the  DES  calculations. 

11.  Comment.  Two  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:   "In  the  left-hand  column,  the  impacts  of  the  125 
MGD  plant  are  listed,  yet  under  the  right-hand  column  where  the 
impacts  of  the  500  MGD  plant  are  to  be" listed,  the  reader  is  greated 
[sic]  by  blank  spaces  indicating  that  'no  impact  could  be  assessed.' 
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The  purpose  of  this  DEIS  is  to  analyze  the  benefits  and  costs  of 
Foothills  at  a  500  MGD  level.  This  is  simply  not  done." 

Commenter  75  and  99 

Response.  Table  3-16  of  the  statement  as  presented  was 
confusing.  The  blank  spaces  did  not  represent  lack  of  impact 
assessment  by  the  drafters  of  the  statement;  however,  they  were 
intended  to  show  that  actually  no  impacts  were  occurring;  i.e.,  the 
500  mgd  development  would  not  "re- impact"  the  canyon,  the  dam  would 
have  already  been  in  place  at  the  125  mgd  development  stage.  The 
format  of  all  impact  tables  (including  Table  3-16)  has  been  changed 
throughout  the  statement  to  eliminate  this  confusion. 

12.  Comment .  Several  respondents  submitted  comments  similar  to  the 
following  comment:  "There  is  one  long-term  impact  which  conceivably 
is  of  extreme  importance  which  is  not  touched  upon  to  the  slightest 
degree.  This  is  the  set  of  problems  which  will  be  encountered  when 
the  Foothills  plant  and  dam  are  no  longer  operable  75  years  hence." 

Commenters  42,  66,  69,  74,  104,  and  129 

Response.  The  75  years  referred  to  in  the  document  is  only  a 
planning  period  in  which  by  known  engineering  standards  the  project 
would  be  operable  at  designed  standards  for  75  years.  However,  with 
proper  maintenance  and  redevelopment  work,  the  project  components 
could  conceivably  last  indefinitely. 

13.  Comment .  "The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  closely  coordinate 
its  efforts  on  the  final  EIS  with  the  Forest  Service  in  their  Land  Use 
Plan  and  EIS  in  order  to  effect  a  complete  and  valid  study  of  the 
situation  in  the  Williams  Fork  Valley  and  surrounding  areas  where  the 
Denver  Water  Board  will  in  the  future  attempt  to  develop  its  water 
rights." 

Commenter  46 

Response.  The  expansion  of  the  Williams  Fork  System  will  involve 
a  federal  action  and  therefore  would  involve  federal  environmental 
coodination  through  the  NEPA  process  at  that  time. 

14.  Comment .  "There  is  no  mention  of  the  possibility  for  improving 
and  upgrading  the  Kassler  treatment  plant.  It  seems  to  me  that  this 
could  eliminate  the  need  for  a  new  Foothills  treatment  plant  and 
expensive  tunnel  between  Strontia  Springs  Dam  and  the  Foothills 
plant." 

Commenter  132 
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Response.  According  to  DWB,  this  possibiity  was  studied  in 
detail;  it  was  determined  infeasible  because  of  the  inappropr iateness 
of  the  site  in  providing  gravity  flow  water  to  the  DWB  service  area 
and  the  diversion  capability  needed. 

15.  Comment.  "But,  this  unique  and  valuable  resource  would  be 
completely  and  irretrievably  destroyed  by  the  proposed  project.  Also, 
the  north  and  south  forks  of  the  South  Platte  upstream  from  Waterton 
Canyon  are  highly  valuable  in  their  own  right,  and  these  would  also  be 
destroyed,  ultimately  destroyed  by  the  proposal.  But,  none  of  this  is 
incl uded  i  n  the  DES." 

Commenter  100 

Response.  The  inundation  of  1.7  miles  of  the  12-13  mile  Waterton 
Canyon  does  not  completely  and  irretrei vab I y  destroy  this  resource. 
The  proposal  also  does  not  entail  destruction  of  the  North  and  South 
Forks  of  the  South  Platte  River.  Therefore,  no  discussion  of  the 
destruction  is  included  in  this  statement. 

16.  Comment.   "I  submit  that  there  is  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence 
in  the  report,  in  the  absence  of  detailed  information  on  the  plan 
itself,  to  suggest  that  the  ultimate  planned  capacity  is,  in  fact,  in 
the  neighborhood  of  700  mgd.  The  EIS  is  deficient  because  it  does  not 
even  purport  to  discuss  the  impacts  involved  with  a  plant  and 
treatment  of  this  capacity." 

Commenter  214 

Response.  The  DWB  has  stated  the  ultimate  capacity  of  this 
project  to  be  500  mgd.  All  plans  and  detailed  data  discuss  the 
500  mgd  capacity.  This  is  the  degree  for  which  that  federal  action 
has  been  requested  by  the  applicant;  therefore  this  is  the  degree  to 
which  the  environmental  impacts  have  been  assessed. 

17.  Comment.  "The  environmental  effects  of  Foothills  between 
Cheesman  dam  and  South  Platte,  and  from  the  East  portal  of  the  Roberts 
Tunnel  and  South  Platte  are  woefully  inadequate  in  the  Report.  The 
complete  channelization  of  the  North  Fork  will  have  great  impact  on 
the  people  living  in  and  using  that  area.  The  South  Fork  stream  flow 
conditions  during  and  after  construction  are  not  spelled  out.  The 
present  recreational  uses  of  the  South  Ford  CsicH  are  presented  in  a 
very  negative  way  and  leaves  Csic]  the  impression  that  any  alteration 
of  the  area  would  be  for  the  better  should  Foothills  be  built." 

Commenter  145 

Response.  Channelization  of  the  North  Fork  is  an  ongoing  DWB 
project  and  was  not  a  part  of  the  Foothills  proposal.  Annual  flows  at 
125  mgd  development  level  will  be  no  different  than  they  would  be 
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without  the  project.  Flows  at  the  500  mgd  level  are  undeterminable 
due  to  the  fact  that  no  specific  raw  water  development  has  been 
proposed  by  the  DWB  at  this  time.   An  array  of  these  raw  water 
concepts  is  discussed  in  Chapter  8.  The  discussion  of  recreation  on 
the  South  Fork  has  been  revised. 

18.  Comment.  "For  the  500  mgd  treatment  plant,  the  statement  did  not 
cover  the  potential  for  hydroelectric  power  generation  in  the  future 
at  different  sites  between  the  Dillon  Reservoir  and  the  Stronta 
Springs  Dam.  For  example,  at  the  east  portal  of  Roberts  Tunnel,  a 
power  plant  with  a  capacity  of  16  MW  can  generate  96  million  KWH/year. 
Other  sites  for  potential  power  generation  include  Crossons  and  Two 
Forks.  This  power  is  in  addition  to  the  power  generated  at  the 
terminal  point  of  Conduit  No.  26  and  utilizes  the  same  water  as  it 
flows  downstream  from  Dillon  to  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant." 

Commenter  156 

Response.  These  power  potentials  may  exist  but  were  not  part  of 
the  applicant's  proposal;  therefore,  they  were  not  covered  in  this  ES. 

19.  Comment.   "1-31  Paragraph  1  -  It  is  questionable  whether  or  not 
the  identified  aggregate  site  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  al I 
construction  needs.   It  seems  appropriate  to  discuss  a  secondary  site 
and  the  potential  impacts  associated  therewith." 

Commenter  85 

Response  The  contractor  presently  leasing  the  proposed  aggregate 
site  has  stated  to  the  DWB  that  there  is  more  than  sufficient  quantity 
of  material  at  the  aggregate  site  to  meet  the  material  needs  for  the 
Foothills  Project  construction. 

20.  Comment  "The  next  EIS  must  explicitly  correct  the  many 
misleading  statements  which  have  been  issued  by  DWD  representatives." 

Commenter  42 

Response  The  ES  may  only  address  the  Proposed  Action  as  provided 
in  the  written  permit  application. 

21.  Comment  "Re:  Assumption  #3.  NEPA  and  BLM  guidelines  require 
identification  of  the  relation  between  short-term  uses  and  long-range 
productivity  of  the  human  environment.  The  impact  of  the  project 
facilities  on  the  human  environment  beyond  their  useful  lifetime  also 
needs  to  be  identified  and  evaluated." 

Commenter  69 
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Response  There  is  no  practical  method  for  analyzing  these 
impacts  which  may  occur  75  or  more  years  in  the  future  because  future 
use  of  the  site  cannot  be  reliably  predicted  at  this  time.  Possible 
actions  would  include  plant  modernization  and  continued  use,  removal 
of  plant  and  dam,  and  removal  of  only  the  plant. 

22.  Comment  "Page  I -3,  Map  1-2;  The  Platte  Canyon  access  road  from 
the  present  Platte  Canyon  intake  upstream  to  the  so-called  Keystone 
Bridge  is  shown  on  the  map  as  being  a  14  foot  road  with  turnouts 
including  power  and  telephone  lines.  This  segment  of  the  Platte 
Canyon  access  road  should  be  proposed  for  improvement  to  22  feet  to 
comply  with  safety  considerations." 

Commenter  74 

Response  The  map  has  been  revised  in  the  FES.  See  Chapter  I  at 
the  end  of  the  chapter. 

23.  Comment  "Page  3-8,  Paragraph  6:  Since  the  figure  3-I  which  is 
referenced  in  this  paragraph  is  the  subject  of  extensive  comment 
hereinafter,  this  paragraph  will  need  either  revision  or  removal  in 
order  to  respond  to  the  comments  hereinafter  state." 

Commenter  74 

Response  The  comments  addressed  later  in  commenter' s  letter  were 
addressed  later  in  other  comments. 

24.  Comment  "Page  3-53:  The  Final  Statement  should  discuss  the 
alternate  routes  for  this  utility  line  which  have  been  disucssed  [sic] 
with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  by  the  Public  Service  Company.   In  all 
probability  the  poles  will  not  be  adjacent  to  the  roadway." 

Commenter  74 

Response  Field  trips  were  made  and  various  discussions  occurred 
in  the  fall  of  1977  between  DSC  and  BLM/USFS  personnel  concerning 
alternate  routes  for  the  utility  lines  in  Waterton  Canyon.  To  date, 
no  amendment  detailing  alternate  routes  to  the  proposed  has  been  made. 
The  impacts  are  assessed  in  Chapter  3  of  this  FES  on  the  basis  of  a 
pole  line  route  along  the  access  road;  mitigation  measures  are  offered 
in  Chapter  4  of  this  FES  on  the  basis  of  that  same  route.   In 
Chapter  8  of  the  FES  a  minor  alternative,  Underground  Powerlines  and 
Telephone  Lines,  is  offered  which  is  also  assessed  as  being  located  in 
the  access  roadbed. 

25.  Comment  "The  final  statement  must  then  discuss  this  proposal  in 
greater  detail  to  emphasis  [sic]  how  absurd  such  a  proposal  is  by 
pointing  out  the  outlandish  costs  involved  in  burying  those  lines  as 
against  the  relatively  insignificant  costs  of  stringing  them  on 
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environmentally  compatible  poles,  as  suggested  in  the  current 
mitigating  measures  section." 

Commenter  74 

Response  As  discussed  in  Chapter  8,  Minor  Alternatives  section. 
The  increased  cost  of  burying  the  lines  versus  stringing  them  on  poles 
is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $500  to  $600  thousand.  The 
effectiveness  of  this  required  burying  is  detailed  in  Chapter  4.  No 
text  changes  were  made  in  the  FES  to  show  this  cost. 

26.  Comment.   "Page  5-19,  Table  5-6,  SUMMARY  TABLE  OF  ADVERSE  IMPACTS 
WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED:  This  table  is  the  most  biased  summarization 
effort  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement!   It  dramatically 
demonstrates  the  bias  of  either  the  author  or  the  editor. 
Possibilities  are  transformed  into  certainties,  temporary  disturbance 
of  land  is  transformed  into  permanent  loss,  subjective  opinions  are 
transformed  into  fact,  and  inflamatory  adjectives  are  used  to  distort 
an  impact. 

Commenter  74 

Response  Table  5-6  of  the  FES  has  been  reassessed  for  its 
objectivity  and  has  been  found  to  accurately  portray  the  adverse 
impacts  which  cannot  be  avoided.  The  table  has  been  changed  to  better 
reflect  the  residual  effects  of  the  project. 

27.  Comment .   "Page  1-31,  Paragraph  5:  The  description  contained 
herein  of  the  water  turnover  at  the  reservoir  can  be  further  refined 
in  accordance  with  attachment  4  hereof." 

Commenter  74 

Response  This  paragraph  retained  in  this  FES  clearly  explains  the 
water  turnover  at  the  proposed  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir.   It  is  felt 
that  there  is  no  need  for  any  additional  in-depth  discussion  of  this 
element  of  the  proposal  because  it  does  not  reflect  on  the  adequacy  of 
the  environmental  assessment  of  this  proposed  project. 

28.  Comment.   "The  omission  of  information  in  the  DEIS  in  areas  such 
as  recreation  and  air  pollution  affects  many  diversities  which  makes 
it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  the  citizen  to  form  an  opinion 
based  on  fact." 

Commenter  148 

Response  The  text  has  been  rewritten  and  expanded  throughout  the 
final  statement  for  both  recreation  and  air  quality. 
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29.  Comment.   " .  .  .  there  is  a  noticeable  deficiency  of  detail  on 
the  Denver  Water  Board  treated  water  system.  On  Page  1-20  on  I y  a 
brief  mention  is  made  of  operation  advantages  resulting  from  the 
elevation  of  the  Foothills  plant.  Although  shown  graphically  in 
Figure  1-1,  this  reduction  in  pumping  should  be  further  explained. 
The  relationship  between  Foothills  and  the  existing  Denver  Water  Board 
distribution  system  needs  more  explanation.   It  should  be  pointed  out 
that  all  of  the  recent  major  transmission  faci I  ities  instal led  by  the 
Denver  Water  Board  have  been  designed  and  sized  to  accommodate  water 
from  the  Footh  ills  pi  ant . " 

Commenter  171 

Response  The  major  distinct  advantage  is  discussed  under  the 
Purpose  and  Needs  section  of  Chapter  1  of  the  FES.   Specific 
discussion  concerns  a  large  amount  of  the  present  pumping  that  may  be 
reduced  by  the  development  of  the  Foothills  Project.  This  discussion 
and  figure  1-1  is  considered  to  be  adequate  coverage  of  the  subject. 

30.  Comment.  "The  issue  of  segmentation  of  the  proposed  project 
which  caused  revision  of  the  original  Environmental  Statement  has  not 
been  resolved  in  the  new  DES.  The  DES  fails  to  demonstrate  clearly 
whether  the  I  25  mgd  treatment  facility  is  considered  by  BLM  and  DWB  to 
be  functional  ly  and  economical ly  a  self-sufficient  project  or  is 
inextricably  linked  to  expansion  to  a  500  mgd  facility.  The  comments 
from  statewide  review  of  the  previous  DES  (March  1  ,  1976)  showed  the 
development  of  the  I  25  mgd  facility  alone  to  not  be  cost  effective. 
The  DES  also  does  not  adequately  show  where  and  for  what  purposes  the 
additional  500  mgd  facility  will  be  util ized.   The  ruling  of  the 
Regional  Solicitor  of  July  8,  1 976  states  that  '.  .  .  limitation  (of 
study  of  impacts)  to  1 25  mgd  is  a  serious  error  which  significantly 
underestimates  the  potential  impacts  of  this  proposed  action.'  As 
such,  the  present  DES  is  extremely  deficient,  since  it  fails  to 
provide  a  thorough  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  full  500  mgd 
facility.   Neither  the  primary  nor  secondary  impacts  of  the  500  mgd 
facility  are  adequately  identified  and  evaluated.  The  status  of  the 
water  resource  'concepts'  discussed  in  the  DES  is  vague  and  ambiguous, 
and  the  assessment  of  these  additional  developments  fails  to  discuss 
the  full  range  of  probable  effects,  especially  secondary  impacts.  The 
statement  that  additional  federal  actions  would  each  be  subject  to 
NEPA  requirements  fails  to  respond  to  the  contention  that  federal 
approval  of  the  Foothills  Project  would  create  a  commitment  to,  or 
prejudice  in  favor  of,  further  federal  actions  required  for  the 
development  of  water  resources  needed  to  justify  the  existence  of  the 
500  mgd  facility.   The  evaluation  of  additional  sources  of  raw  water 
and  their  environmental  impacts  cannot  be  divorced  from  the  Foothills 
decision,  since  three  fourths  of  the  Foothills  Project  capacity  is 
useless  without  additional  raw  water." 

Commenter  69 
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Response  This  FES  has  been  written  for  the  Foothills  Project  for 
both  a  125  mgd  and  500  mgd  development  level.  Environmental  impacts 
have  been  assessed  on  both  levels  in  the  FES.  The  impacts  of  the  500 
mgd  as  it  relates  to  needed  raw  water  are  discussed  in  the  Raw  Water 
Alternatives  section  of  Chapter  8  in  this  FES.  These  raw  water 
discussions  are  general  in  nature  because  no  particular  raw  water 
concept  has  been  chosen  or  proposed  at  this  time.   At  such  time  as  a 
particular  concept  is  proposed  by  DWB,  all  NEPA  requirements  would  be 
met  due  to  the  fact  that  all  the  concepts  involve  a  federal  action. 
Additional  raw  water  would  have  to  be  developed  by  1988  with  the 
project. 
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Appendices 


APPENDIX  1. 

Foothills  Ecology  Project: 
The  Bighorn  Sheep  of  the  South  Platte 

By 
Richard  E.  Jones  and  Christine  C.  Jones 


I   Introduction 

Tn  late  May,  1973,  we  were  assigned  the  task  of  investigating  a  herd 
of  Bighorn  Sheep  in  the  South  Platte  Canyon,  Colorado.   Proposed  con- 
struction ot  the  Turkshead  and  Two  Forks  dams  in  this  canyon  produced 
an  urgent  need  for  information  on  the  number  of  sheep  in  the  canyon  and 
their  population  structure,  home  range,  food  habits,  habitat  usage  and 
general  condition. 

Our  observation  extended  from  late   May,  1973  to  late  June,  1974. 
We  feel  that  the  information  gathered  on  this  herd  is  preliminary  but  re- 
liable, and  will  be  of  help  in  caring  for  the  sheep  as  human  disturbance 
invades  their  domain.   This  final  report  includes  1)  a  summary  of  the 
findings  of  our  previous  reports  (Jones  and  Jones,  1973,  1974a,  1974b), 
~2 T  some  new  observations,  and  3)  conclusions  on  the  management  and 
protection  procedures  that  should  be  instigated  to  ensure  the  welfare 
of  this  herd. 

Our  study  of  the  sheep  centered  upon  an  area  which  extended  from  the 
mouth  of  the  South  Platte  canyon  (at  the  Denver  Water  Board  entrance  gate) 
up  the  South  Platte  River  about  10  miles  to  the  upper  gate.-   The  canyon 
walls  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  study  area  (above  the  upper  bridge) 
are  very  steep  and  consist  of  rocky  outcroppings  interspersed  with  grass- 
es, forbs,  and  conifers.   The  canyon  walls  below  Strontia  Spring  are  less 
steep,  in  most  places,  and  there  are  fewer  conifers.   Rocky  outcroppings 
interrupt  the  undulating  canyon  walls  in  some  areas  (Fig.  1) . 

Most  of  our  observations  of  the  sheep  were  made  by  driving  the 
canyon  road  and  observing  the  sheep  with  binoculars.   Two  helicopter 
flights  over  the  canyon  helped  us  locate   the  sheep  at  certain  seasons 
when  they  were  difficult-  to  sight  by  car.  or  on  foot.   Observations  passed 
to  us  by  other  scientists  with  the  Foothills  Ecology  Project  and  by 
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Danver  L'ater  Board  Personnel  were  of  great  help. 
II.  Sheep  usage  of  canyon 

A.  Summer- 

Observations  in  the  sunnier  of  1973  and  1974  indicate  that  the  sheep 
use  the  upper  reaches  of  the  canyon,  immediately  below  the  lower  bridge 
to  the  upper  gate,  at  this  time  of  the  year.  Most  of  the  sheep  prefer 
the  NW  and  W  side  of  the  river,  frequenting  the  steep,  rocky  slopes  ex- 
tending to  the  water's  edge.   They  seem  to  avoid  stands  of  conifers. 
Older  rams  remains  separate  from  the  ewes,  yearlings  and  lambs  at  this 
time  of"  the  year. 

B.  Winter 

In  the  fall,  the  sheep  move  down  the  canyon  to  areas  I-IV  described 
in  Fig.  2.  These  areas  make  up  the  major  wintering  ground  of  this  herd. 
They  consist  of  steep,  rocky,  ridges  extending  to  the  river.   These 
ridges  alternate  with  steep,  brushy  canyons.   The  herd,  now  consisting  of 
all  sexes  and  ages,  remains  on  this  wintering  ground  during  breeding  act- 
ivities. 

C.  Spring' 

In  late  March,  the  older  rams  move  up  the  canyon  and  the  pregnant 
-ewes  retreat  to  a  high  rocky  ridge  above  the  lower  bridge  and  near 
Turksh'ead  Peak.   Fortunately,  this  area  is  not  susceptible  to  human  dis- 
turbance. 

D.  .Usage  of  'the  E  and  SE  canyon  walls 

As  mentioned,  most  of  the  sheep  were  observed  on  the  NW  and  W  side 
of  the  canyon.  Only  rarely  did  we  see  sheep  on  the  E  or  SE  canyon  walls. 
In  the  winter,  one  small  mixed  group  was  observed  near  the  small  holding 
dam,  1.8  miles  up  the  canyon  from  the  lower  gate  (see  Fig.  *2).   In  late 
summer,  4  ewes  were  seen  on  the  SE  side  of  the  canyon  near  the  upper 
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bridge.  It  is  difficult  to  determine  if  1)  these  sheep  crossed  the  river 

and  are  part  of  the  South  Platte  Canyon  herd,  or  2)  they  wandered  into 
the  canyon  from  the  herd  located  to  the  south  near  Roxborough  Park.  At 
any  rate,  very  few  sheep  use  the  E  and  SE  canyon  walls,  probably  because 
of  less  sun  exposure  and  fewer  rocky  outcroppings. 
Iir.   Herd  Population  Size  and  Structure 

Moser  (1962)  counted  13  rams  and  36  females,  lambs  ana  yearlings  in 
Nov.,  1955  in  the  South  Platte  Canyon.   In  1962,  he  estimated  this  herd 
at  50  animals.   Charles  Hector  (Cited  by  Bear  and  Jones,  1973)  estimated 
the  canyon-. herd  to  number  about  18.   Therefore,  a  drastic  reduction  in 
herd  size  occurred  between  1962  and  1970.   Discussions  with  residents 
of  the  area  indicate  that  this  loss  of  sheep  was  mainly  due  to  poaching 
by  workers  building  the  lower  holding  dam.   Since  1970,  the  herd,  through 
lamb  recruitment  and  protection  against  hunting,  has  increased  rapidly 
to  our  estimate  of  35  sheep  in  1973  and  1974. 

On  March  3,  1974,  we  observed  a  mixed  group  of  27  sheep,  including 
4  lambs ,   2  yearling  females,  7  ewes,  1  yearling  male,  5  2-3  yr  males,  4 
3-6  yr  males,  and  4  5-8  yr  males  with  no  males  over  8  yr  being  present. 
The  absence  of  old  rams  probably  reflects  the  aforementioned  illegal  poach- 
-ing  in  the  1960*s.   These  data  suggest  a  present  ramiewe  ration  of  about 
185*100,  and  a  lambtewe  ration  of  about  57:100.   The  latter  ratio  in- 
dicates that  about  1/2  of  the  lambs  born  suffered  post-natal  mortality. 
However,  observation  of  ewes  in  May,  1974,  indicate  that  only  about  4 
ewes  were  pregnant  (out  of  about  15  ewes  total) .   Therefore,  disturbance 
of  breeding  activity  may  have  effected  pregnancy  rate.   Of  these  4  ewes, 
only  2  gave  birth  to  surviving  lambs,  as  indicated  by  our  second  heli- 
copter survey.   In  general,  we  feel  that  the  herd  is  growing  at  a  rate  of 
about  1-3  sheep  per  year,  ••assuming  a  dominance  of  natality  over  mortality. 
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IV.  Disease  problems^ 

In  1958,  Pillmore  (1959)  examined  lungs  of  6  sheep  from  this  canyon 
and  found  that  all  contained  lungwonn  infection.   We  have  found  lungworm 
larvae  in  most  feces  samples  collected,  and  also  have  observed  symptoms 
of.   lungworm  infection  (coughing,  rough  coat)  in  2  ewes  in  the  herd. 
Transmission  of  lungworm  is  most  prevalent  in  a  crowded  situation,  and  we 
feel  that  overcrowding  of  the  sheep  on  the  small  wintering  ground  is  a 
potential  if  not  overt  health  hazard  to  the  sheep. 

V.  Food  habits  and  habitat  impact 

The  sheep  in  the  canyon  graze  on  grasses  and  forbs  and  browse  on 
shrub  species  (see  our  1973  report  for  identification  of  plants  utilized). 
Food  availability  is  not  a  problem  on  the  summer  range,  but  the  small 
wintering  area  exhibits  heavy  impact  from  sheep  usage.  We  believe  that 
the  herd  is  at  maximum  size  in  relation  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  this 
winter  range. 

VI.  Competition  from  other  species 

Competition  from  other  ungulates  does  not  seem  severe.   Domestic 
cattle  and  sheep  do  not  graze  in  the  canyon.   Elk  occur  in  the  area  from 
October  to  April,  and  deer  are  present  all  year  (Bear  and  Jones,  1973). 
We  observed  several  deer  competing  with  sheep  for  browse  on  the  wintering 
ground,  and  this  competition  may  have  a  slight  negative  effect  on  sheep 
welfare  at  this  time. 

VII.  Hunting 

According  to  Bear  and  Jones  (1973) ,  the  South  Platte  herd  was  hunted 

for/13  consecutive  years,  from  1954-1966.   Out  of  92  liscenses  issued,  43 

rams  were  killed,  indicating  a  very  high  hunting  success  of  47%.   This 

high  success  was  almost  certainly  due  to  the  accessibility  and  tameness 

of  this  herd.   Apparently/  legal  hunting  was  stopped  in  1967  because  of 
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the  drastic  reduction  in  herd  size  due  to  illegal  hunting. 

We  understand  that  at  least  one  bow-hunting  permit  has  been  issued 
for  the  1974  season,  f*o  it  appears  that  hunting  of  this  herd  at  a  low 
level  is  present  Game  and  Fish  policy.   We  consider  this  a  healthy  policy, 
because  we  believe  that  the  herd  should  not  be  allowed  to  increase  above 
its  present  number.  However.,  we  also  believe  that,  along  with  legal  hunt- 
ing of  only  one  sheep  a  year,  all  means  of  enforcement  should  be  em- 
ployed to  prevent  poaching,  especially  by  workers  on  the  proposed  dams. 
VTII.   Predation 

Soma  -of  the  post-natal  mortality  of  lambs  is  almost  certainly  due  to 
coyote  predation.   Coyotes  are  numerous  in  the  canyon.   Also,  the  few 
mountain  lions  in  the  canyon  may  take  a  few  sheep.   However,  we  feel  that 
predation  is  a  natural  limiting  factor,  and  one  that  should  be  maintained. 
In  1974,  the  Game  and  Fish  Department  hired  a  trapper  to  remove  some  po- 
tential predators  on  the  sheep  (e.g.,  coyotes,  bobcats).   Apparently, 
(hearsay)  this  was  based  on  the  observation  that,  although  5  lambs  were 
present  in  the  summer  of  1973,  only  one  was  present  in  the  winter  of  1973. 
However,  our  careful  search  revealed  that  at  least  4  of  the  5  lambs  sur- 
vived their  first  winter. 
IX.   Human  disturbance 

We  were  impressed  with  the  amount  of  harassment  of  the  sheep  by 
people  during  the  winter.   The  sheep  wintering-breeding  ground  is  near 
the  road,  and  readily  accessible  to  hikers,  photographers,  etc.   We  are 
sure  that  the  normal  breeding  activities  were  at  least  slightly  disturbed 
by  human  intrusion.   This  sould  be  kept  to  a  minimum.   Legitimate  sci- 
entists and  photographers  should  be  allowed  access  to  the  slopes  of  the 
canyon  only  by  written  permission.   Other  people  interested  in  observing 
the  sheep  breeding  behavior  should  be  allowed  to  do  so  only  from  the  road. 

Al-7 


The  activities  of  men  and  equipment  during  dam  construction  should 
be  planned  to  1}  avoid  disturbance  of  the  sheep  when  breeding,  and  2)  a- 
void  physical  damage  to  the  wintering  area.   Seasqnal  movements  of  the 
sheep  should  not  be  impeded  by  construction  work.  Other  disturbance,  such 
as  harassment  of  the  sheep  by  the  many  helicopters  used  in  relation  to 
dam  construction,  should  be  avoided. 
X.   General  discussion  and  conclusions 

The  trend  of  Colorado  Bighorn  sheep  populations  is  consistently 
downward.   In  1915,  there  were  7,230  sheep  in  Colorado;  whereas  there 
were  3,'200'in  1958  and  2,200  in  1970  (Bear  and  Jones,  1973).   The  South 
Platte -Canyon  herd  offers  some  unique  opportunities  to  study  this  endan- 
gered species.  According  to  George  D.  Bear,  sheep  expert  for  the  Colorado 
Game  and  Fish  Department  (letter  of  April  29,  1974)  "This  herd  is  in- 
digenous to  the  area.   I  believe  it  was  historically  part  of  the  Mt. 
Evans  herd.  As  you  might  note,  there  has  been  little  work  done  on  the 
herd."  The  knowledge  obtained  from  our  study  is  the  most  thorough  a- 
vailable,  but  more  information  is  needed.   For  example,  we  must  know  if 
the  range  of  the  herd  extends  up  the  canyons  of  the  north  and  south  forks 
of  the  South  Platte  River.   Also,  the  herd  physical  condition,  size,  sex 
and  age  structure,  and  movement  patterns  must  be  monitored  during  and 
after  construction  of  the  proposed  dams.   Only  then  can  appropriate  man- 
agement adjustments  be  made  to  ensure  survival  of  the  sheep  in  this 
canyon. 

The  accessibility  of  this  herd  offers  a  unique  opportunity  for  bi- 
ologists to  study  in  detail  the  ethology  and  ecology  of  this  species,  and 
offers  the  public  a  chance  to  observe  at  close  range  a  remnant  of  our 
wild  heritage.   We  feel  strongly  that  public  observation  of  these  animals, 
without  disturbing  them,  will  be  of  great  benefit.   It  is  a  poor  soul . 

Al-8 


-7- 


that  is  not  increased  in  environmental  awareness  by  the  experience  of 
contact  with  these  animals. 
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APPENDIX  2. 
Examples  of  a  Stream  Improvement  Program 


Joint  report  of  the  Colorado  Division  of  Highways,  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  and  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife. 

(Design  by  Colorado  Division  of  Highways  for  Eagle  River 
between  Eagle  and  Gypsum.  Required  to  accommodate  a  segment 
of  Interstate  70.  Structures  were  designed  to  develop  pools 
and  meander  channel.  Structures  were  designed  to  withstand 
wide  variation  in  flows  and  would  be  suitable  for  the  South 
Platte  River  below  the  South  Platte  Intake  .  .  .  DOW) 
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APPENDIX  3. 


U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  Updated 
Report  in  Compliance  with  Section  662  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Coordination  Act 


IN    REPLY    REFER    TO: 


DEPT  CF  INTERIOR 
E»:pTt;.NO  M^MAGt.^,c^  • 

ro;  r. ' "  >.'":  "'7  "'r-n;""  ' . 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDUFE^ERyiCEl 


MAILING  ADDRESS: 

Post  Office  Box  254H6 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  Colorado    80225 

FA/SE/Falcon,  American  peregrine 
Coop. — BLM — Strontia  Springs  Reservoir 


I! 


STREET  LOCATION: 

10597  West  Sixth  Avenue 
Lakewood,  Colorado 
Across  From  Federal  Center 


BIO 


AUG      5  1977 


MEMORANDUM 
To: 


State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Denver,  Colorado 


From:     Regional  Director,  Region  6 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Denver,  Colorado 

Subject:  Endangered  Species  Consultation — Strontia  Springs  Reservior 

Please  disregard  our  memorandum  of  July  19,  1977,  on  this  subject  (copy 
attached) . 

We  have  had  some  problems  with  internal  communications  which  we  hope  have 
"been  corrected. 

Please  accept  our  apologies  and  consider  this  memorandum  as  our 
threshold  examination  response  to  your  request  for  formal  consultation 
dated  May  13,  1977- 

We  have  conducted  a  threshold  examination  as  prescribed  in  the  proposed 
regulations  published  in  the  Federal  Register  of  January  26,  1977. 
Under  these,  we  have  a  choice  of  three  responses.  These  are: 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  program 
or  activity 

(1)  Will  promote  the  conservation  of  listed  species ; 

(2)  Will  in  no  likelihood  jeopardize  the  continued  existence 

of  a  listed  species  or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification 
of  its  critical  habitat;  or 

(3)  May  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  a  listed  species 
or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  its  critical 
habitat. 

We  conclude  that  the  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir,  as  now  proposed, 

will  in  no  likelihood  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  American 

peregrine  falcon  or  destroy  or  adversely  modify  its  critical  habitat. 
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This  Project  will  affect  only  a  part  of  a  much  larger  area  where  three 
peregrine  falcon  eyries  are  located.  This  area,  including  adjoining 
hunting  habitat,  has  "been  legally  described  and  submitted  to  our  Director 
as  recommended  essential  habitat.  The  total  area  contains  204,800. 
acres,  more  or  less.  This  area  provides  ample  nesting  opportunity; 
however,  the  prey  base  is  rather  sparse,  resulting  in  the  utilization 
of  a  significant  area  for  feeding. 

The  specific  eyrie  of  concern:,  relative  to  the  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir, 
is  the  Cathedral  Spires  location.  According  to  the  Colorado ^ Division 
of  Wildlife,  the  site  was  first  discovered  sometime  in  the  mid  to 
late  1960's.  This  site  has  had  a  history  of  use  and  the  pair  of  falcons 
has  had  above  average  productivity  while  most  of  the  other  wild  sites 
have  been  gradually  failing.  For  your  information  we  have  attached 
a  summary  of  use  and  productivity  of  this  site  prepared  by  our  Salt 
Lake  City  Area  Office. 

Construction  of  Strontia  Springs  Dam  and  Reservoir  would  not  impact 
the  eyrie.  Our  concern  vas  with  the  high  flows  scheduled  for  the 
North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  River  when  operated  at  maximum,  levels, 
500  million  gallons  per  day,  and  their  impact  on  riparian  vegetation. 
Severe  impact  on  this  vegetation  would  affect  the  prey  base,  which 
consists  of  small  birds,  and  could  therefore  have  an  adverse  impact 
on  the  adult  peregrines  and  young  of  the  year  utilizing  this  feeding 
area. 

Denver  Water  Board  projections  indicate  that  under  extreme  flows  (maximum) 
eighty-four  acres  of  riparian  vegetation  in  an  area  along  the  North 
Fork  between  Bailey,  Colorado  .and  the  confluence  of  the  North  Fork 
and  South  Platte  River  will  be  flooded.  This  is  expected  to  occur 
only  once  in  every  ten  years  for  periods  of .  from  3-5  days.  Flooding 
will  take  place  in  those  areas  of  low  gradient  which  will  reduce  the 
eroding  action  on  native  vegetation. 

We  conclude  these  rare  inundations  will  not  reduce  peregrine  prey. 
However,  any  further  modification  proposals  such  as  channelization 
and  construction  of  other  impoundments  in  this  area  would  require 
additional  evaluations. 

Finally,  we  wish  to  commend  you  on  actions  taken  to  sustain  an  active 
eyrie  by  closure  of  the  critical  area,  cooperation  with  and  funding 
of  the  captive  propagation  unit  and  your  close  cooperation  with,  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  in  the  management  of  the  endangered 
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peregrine  falcons  on  Bureau  of  Land  Management  administered  lands. 
We  feel  certain  if  all  agencies  would  support  this  recovery  effort 
as  you  have  done  recovery  objectives  would  become  much  more  of  a  reality. 


Attachment 

cc:  Area  Manager,  Salt  Lake  City 
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fSE/F&lcon,  American  peregrine 
1      Coop. — BLM 


MEMORANDUM 


1$  JUL  W7 


To:       State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver,  Colorado 

Proa:     Regional  Director,  Region  6 

Pish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Denver,  Colorado 

Subject:  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir  (your  Kay  1^,  1977  letter 
CO-933,  6522.11) 

¥e  are  uncertain  vhether  your  letter  of  May  1$,  1977,  to  us  on  this 
subject  sieant  to  request  a  forcal  consultation  as  provided  in  the 
proposed  "Provisions  for  Interagency  Cooperation"  (Federal  Register 
January  26,  1977/)  cr   to  continue  the  informal  consultation  process 
in  vhich  ve  have  heen  involved.  Initially  ve  interpreted  it  *s  a 
request  for  formal  consultation  hut  have  nov  decided  you  Intended 
only  to  continue  infamal  consultation.   If  ve  are  vrong,  please  let 
us  knov  and  ve  vill  proceed  vith  a  threshold  examination. 

Ve  appreciate  your  keeping  us  Infonaed  on  your  plans  for  protecting 

the  American  peregrine  falcon  and  southern  "bald  eagle  and  their  habitats 

in  this  area. 


]sj  Harvey  Wffloughby 


cc:     Area  Manager,  Salt  Lake  City 
SE/SHamilton : dr : 7/18/77 
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HISTORY  OF  USE  AND  PRODUCTIVITY— CATHEDRAL  SPIRES  EYRIE 

According  to  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  the  site  was  first 
discovered  sometime  in  the  mid  to  late  1960's.   It  was  occupied  in 
1968  and  1969,  "but  nothing  is  known  of  production.   In  1970,  the  pair 
was  present  and  apparently  had  produced  three  young.   Although  a  pair 
was  observed  at  the  site  in  1971  and  1972,  it  is  not  known  if  they 
succeeded  in  producing  and  fledging  young. 

Two  young  were  fledged  "by  the  pair  in  1973.   This  was  the  only  site 
of  eleven  in  Colorado  with  pairs  that  produced  young  that  year.   The 
pair  had  attempted  to  nest  on  a  ledge  on  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
cliff  complex,  but  failed  during  incubation.   They  renested  and  laid 
the  second  clutch  on  a  ledge  on  the  south  side  of  the  pinnacle  and 
succeeded  in  rearing  two  young. 

In  197**  s  the  pair  again  attempted  to  nest  on  the  ledge  on  the  south- 
east corner  of  the  complex,  but  failed  shortly  after  they  laid  their 
eggs.   They  moved  to  an  open  ledge  on  the  east  face  and  laid  three 
eggs  which  hatched.   All  three  young  fledged. 

In  1975,  the  southeast  corner  was  again  chosen  for  the  first  nest  attempt 
and  the  eggs  failed.   The  shell  fragments  were  removed  for  analysis. 
The  pair  moved  several  hundred  yards  to  the  west  of  the  highest  pinnacle 
and  laid  a  second  clutch  consisting  of  four  eggs.   Since  they  had  selected 
a  site  which  was  close  to  a  trail,  they  were  regularly  disturbed  "by 
hikers.   It  was  decided  that  two  of  the  four  eggs  would  be  removed 
for  artificial  incubation  and  the  adults  would  "be  left  the  other  two 
eggs.   In  this  way,  if  the  adults  were  kept  off  the  eggs  and  they  should 
fail  to  hatch,  the  young  which  hatched  from  the  artificially  incubated 
eggs  could  be  returned  to  the  pair.   Unfortunately,  when  the  biologist 
returned  with  the  two  young  which  had  hatched  in  the  incubator,  the 
adults  had  failed  to  hatch  their  two  eggs,  had  abandoned  the  nest, 
and  could  not  be  enticed  to  return  to  care  for  the  young.   The  young 
were  then  placed  with  another  wild  brood  to  be  reared  by  other  parents. 

In  1976,  the  pair  selected  the  western  ledge  they  occupied  in  1975 
and  laid  h   eggs .   Two  of  the  eggs  were  cracked  and  all  were  removed 
for  artificial  incubation.   Two  of  the  eggs  subsequently  hatched,  but 
only  one  chick  survived.   In  the  meantime,  the  adults  moved  to  the 
open  ledge  on  the  east  face  which  they  used  in  197*+  and  laid  four  more 
eggs.   The  second  clutch  was  removed  as  well  and  replaced  with  dummy 
eggs.   Later,  three  young  were  hatched  from  the  second  clutch.   Two 
young  were  returned  to  the  wild  pair,  but  after  about  10  days  the  female 
disappeared  and  the  male  would  not  take  over  her  duties,  so  the  young 
were  removed  to  prevent  their  starving  and  placed  in  a  wild  site  in 
New  Mexico.   Thus,  no  young  were  produced  at  the  site  in  1977.   As 
indicated  by  these  observations  the  Cathedral  Spires  site  has  had  a 
history  of  use  and  the  pair  of  falcons  have  had  above  average  productivity 
while  most  of  the  other  wild  sites  have  been  gradually  failing. 

A3 -5 


In  Reply  Refer  To 


(ES) 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE' SERVICE 

AREA  OFFICE     COLORADO -UTAH 
1426   FEDERAL  BUILDING 
125  SOUTH.  STATE  STREET 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH    84138 

April  20,  1977 


MEMORANDUM 
TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver,  Colorado 

Acting  Area  Manager 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

C-099597,  Application  for  Amendment  to  Right-of-Way 
for  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir,  Dam,  Conduit,  and 
Tunnel;  C-22081 ,  Right-of-Way  Application  for  the 
Platte  Canyon  Road  --  Denver  Water  Board 


This  is  in  response  to  your  February  24,  1977  memorandum  requesting 
an  update  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services'  August  20,  1975  report 
on  the  above  subject.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  analysis  and  re- 
commendations presented  in  the  August  20,  1975  report  (copy  attached) 
remain  valid. 

We  have  since  learned  that  two  endangered  species,  the  American  peregrine 
falcon,  Fa! co  peregrinus  anatum  and  the  southern  bald  eagle,  Halinaeetus 
leucocephalus  leucocephalus  are  known  to  occur  within  the  project  area. 

The  peregrine  falcon  eyrie-exists  in  the  vicinity  of  the  North  Fork. 

The  birds  using  this  eyrie  are  dependent  upon  the  riparian  vegetation 
along  the  North  Fork  as  feeding  grounds.  Destruction  or  modification 
of  this  habitat  could  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  continued  success 
of  this  eyrie.  The  eyrie  itself  would  not  be  directly  impacted  by  the 
project.  However  riparian  habitat  along  the  North  Fork  was  included 
in  the  Rocky  Mountain/Southwestern  Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery  Team's 
recommendation  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  critical  habitat 
designation  action. 
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The  southern  bald  eagle  eyrie  is  located  on  the  South  Fork  of  the  South 
Platte.  The  eyrie  itself  will  not  be  directly  effected  by  the  project. 
However,  the  upper  part  of  the  project  may  be  within  the  feeding  radius 
for  these  birds.  Based  on  available  data  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
eagles  using  this  eyrie  will  be  affected  by  this  project. 

Since  this  activity  may  affect  a  listed  species,  we  suggest  you  may  wish 
to  initiate  the  formal  consultation  process  as  described  in  the  en- 
closed proposed  provisions  for  interagency  cooperation  as  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  January  26,  1977.  In  this  case  "the  appropriate 
official"  to  direct  your  request  for  a  formal  consultation  to  is 
the  Regional  Director,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Regional  Office, 
P.O.  Box  25486,  Federal  Center,  Denver,  Colorado  80225. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  application. 


Attachment 
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Visual  Resource  Management 
System  Procedures 


Introduction 

This  appendix  is  composed  of  portions  of  BLM  Manual  6300.   (Visual 
Resource  Management) .   In  addition  to  the  processes  described  by  the 
BLM  Manual,  a  form  of  symbol  rotation  is  used  on  the  visual  resource 
color  plates  in  Chapter  II.   The  symbol  is  constructed  as  follows: 

Sensitivity-Distance  Zone 
Scenic  Quality 

The  symbol  indicates  the  factors  considered  for  determining  the  visual 
management  class  of  an  area.   It  is  not  a  mathematical  formula,,   For 
example,  an  area  of  high  sensitivity  in  a  foreground  situation  associated 
with  Class  B  scenery  would  be  indicated  as  follows: 

H-Fg 
B 


6300  -  VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 


.05  Definitions. 

A.  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  is  the  planning,  design,  and 
implementation  of  visual  resource  management  classes  for  all  BLM 
resource  management  activities. 

.06  Policy.   It  is  Bureau  policy  to: 

A   Plan,  design,  and  implement  its  resource  management  activities 
in  a"manner  which  will  minimize  adverse  effects  on  the  visual  resource. 

B.  Provide  all  Bureau  activities  with  guidance  to  minimize  adverse 

impacts  on  the  visual  resource. 

C   Provide  systematic  interdisciplinary  approach  which  will  assure 
the  integrated  use  of  environmental  design  arts,  and  scientific 
practices. 

D   Attain  acceptable  levels  of  visual  impacts,  without  unduly 
reducing  commodity  production  or  limiting  program  effectiveness  by 
utilizing  a  "Design  Analysis  Process"  for  all  management  activities. 

E.   Maintain  a  basic  and  applied  research  VRM  program,  concentrating 
on  design  techniques  for  resource  management. 
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.07  General  Philosophy.   During  the  last  several  years,  the  quality 
of  our  environment  has  become  increasingly  important  to  a  large  segment 
of  our  population.   Since  one  of  the  major  components  of  a  quality 
environment  is  the  way  it  appears,  aesthetics  is  receiving  more  and 
more  attention  from  both  the  public  and  from  land  management  agencies. 
Many  of  BLM's  land  management  activities  involve  some  alteration  of 
the  natural  character  of  the  landscape.   Because  these  alterations  can 
change  the  landscape  character,  it  is  imperative  that  they  be  under- 
stood and  treated  in  a  manner  that  reinforces  the  natural  character 
and  quality  of  the  landscape.   It  must  be  recognized  that  there  is  a 
variety  of  scenic  values  on  national  resource  lands  and  there  are 
numerous  other  resources  with  management  objectives  that  may  not  co- 
incide with  the  protection  of  the  visual  resource.   These  different 
values  and  objectives  warrant  different  levels  of  protection  for  the 
visual  resource.   Because  it  is  not  practical  to  provide  the  same 
degree  of  management  to  the  visual  resources  on  all  BLM  lands,  it 
becomes  necessary  to  have  a  system  to  evaluate  the  visual  resources 
and  to  determine  what  degree  of  management  is  desirable  and  practical, 
including  protection,  rehabilitation,  and  enhancement. 

.08  Description  of  the  System.   The  system  is  divided  into  three 
major  components; 

A.  6310  -  Visual  Resource  Inventory  and  Evaluation:   An  inventory 
and  evaluation  process  which  provides  minimum  visual  resource  manage- 
ment class  for  all  national  resource  lands  as  input  to  the  BLM 
planning  system. 

B.  6320  -  Visual  Resource  Contrast  Rating:   A  visual  contrast  rating 
system  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  proposed  management  practice  or 
project  will  meet  the  visual  resource  management  class  that  has  been 
established  for  the  area. 

C.  6330  -  Visual  Resource  Project  Planning  and  Design; 
Methods  and  concepts  for  reducing  the  visual  impact  of  management 
practices  and  projects  in  an  effort  to  meet  the  visual  resource  manage- 
ment class  without  substantially  reducing  the  effectiveness  or 
productivity. 

. 09  Concepts. 

A.   Meeting  Objectives.   Intrusions,  whether  existing  or  planned, 
can  be  designed  to  meet  predetermined  visual  resource  management  class 
and  acceptable  degrees  of  visual  contrast. 


A4-2 


B.  Landscape  Character.  All  landscapes  have  a  readily  identifiable 
character,  regardless  of  size,  location,  or  land  use.  Within  these 
areas,  landscapes  that  possess  or  have  potential  for  a  greater  degree 
of  visual  variety  are  considered  more  desirable  than  those  that  tend 
towards  monotony  or  sameness.   The  "VRM"  classes  referred  to  in  .08A 
are  based  on  maintaining  the  natural  character  of  the  landscape  while 
allowing  different  degrees  of  modification  of  that  character.   In 
order  to  be  able  to  determine  whether  a  certain  management  practice 
will  meet  the  requirements  of  the  quality  objective  assigned  to  a 
given  area,  it  is  important  to  understand  the  basic  elements  that 
determine  the  character  of  the  landscape.  Every  landscape,  regardless 
of  location,  has  a  definable  character.  That  character  is  determined, 
for  the  most  part,  by  the  relationship  between  four  basic  elements: 
form,  line,  color,  and  texture.  All  of  the  basic  elements  are  present 
in  each. landscape  but  exert  varying  degrees  of  visual  influence.   The 
more  elements  there  are  in  the  landscape  which  exert  a  strong  visual 
influence  or  contrast,  the  stronger  or  more  interesting  the  landscape 
character.  The  degree  of  variety  and  harmony  among  the  basic  elements 
determines  whether  or  not  a  given  landscape  is  pleasant  to  view. 

t 

1.   The  Basic  Elements.   The  following  is  a  brief  description  of 
the  four  basic  elements  of  landscape  character  and  how  they  are  per- 
ceived in  the  landscape: 

a.  Form.   Form  is  generally  considered  as  the  mass  or  shape 
of  an  object.   It  is  most  strongly  expressed  in  the  shape  of  the  land 
surface,  usually  the  result  of  some  type  of  erosion,  but  may  also  be 
reflected  on  the  shape  of  the  openings  or  changes  in  vegetation,  or 
in  the  structures  placed  on  the  landscape. 

b.  Line.   Lines  found  in  the  natural  landscape  are  usually 
the  result  of  an  abrupt  contrast  in  form,  texture,  or  color.   Lines 
may  be  found  as  ridges,  skylines,  structures,  changes  in  vegetative 
types,  or  individual  trees  and  branches. 

c.  Color.   A  phenomenon  of  light  or  visual  perception  that 
enables  one  to  distinguish  between  otherwise  identical  objects.   A 
hue,  as  contrasted  with  black,  white,  or  gray.   Color  as  perceived  in 
the  landscape  is  usually  most  prominent  in  the  vegetation  but  may  be 
expressed  in  the  soil,  rocks,  water,  etc.,  and  may  vary  with  the  time 
of  day,  time  of  year,  and  the  weather. 

d.  Texture.   Texture  is  the  result  of  the  size,  shape,  and 
placement  of  parts,  their  uniformity,  and  the  distance  from  which  they 
are  being  observed.   Texture,  as  it  is  perceived  in  the  landscape,  is 
usually  the  result  of  the  vegetation  or  vegetative  patterns  on  the 
landscape.   Texture  may  also  be  the  result  of  the  erosive  patterns  in 
rocks  or  soil. 
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A.  A  measure  by  which  they  can  determine  if  a  proposed  management 
activity  will  meet  the  requirements  of  the  visual  resource  management 
class  of  the  area  in  which  it  is  being  proposed. 

B.  An  indication  of  which  visual  elements  within  a  proposed 
management  activity  need  to  be  modified  in  order  to  meet  the  visual 
resource  management  classes. 


.07  Basic  Philosophy.  The  degree  to  which  a  management  activity 
adversely  impacts  the  visual  quality  of  the  landscape  depends  upon  the 
amount  of  visual  contrast  that  is  created  between  the  activity  and  the 
existing  landscape  character.   The  amount  of  contrast  between  a  proposed 
activity  and  the  existing  landscape  character  can  be  measured  by 
separating  the  landscape  into  its  major  features  (land  and  water  sur- 
face, vegetation,  and  structures),  and  then  predicting  the  magnitude  of 
change  in  contrast  of  each  of  the  basic  elements  (form,  line,  color,  and 
texture)  to  each  of  the  features.  Assessing  the  amount  of  contrast  for 
a  proposed  activity  in  this  manner  can  give  a  good  indication  of  the 
severity  of  impact  and  serve  as  a  guide  in  determining  what  is  required 
to  reduce  the  contrast  to  the  point  where  it  will  meet  the  visual 
resource  management  classes  for  the  area. 

A.   Scenery  Quality  Rating.   For  this  inventory  to  be  effective, 
it  is  important  that  the  following  procedure  be  used: 

1.  Evaluate  all  areas  which  contain  interspersed  national 
resource  lands  within  the  District  boundary,  not  just  BLM  lands.   In 
order  to  help  eliminate  some  of  the  subjectivity,  it  is  suggested  that 
an  interdisciplinary  team  be  formed  to  do  the  evaluation. 

2.  Compare  the  area  to  the  region  in  which  it  is  located,  not 
just  the  planning  unit. 

3.  Keep  in  mind  that  the  size  of  the  area  to  be  evaluated  is 
not  critical.   However,  it  is  usually  practical  to  consider  rating  an 
entire  District  in  one  session.   To  do  this  effectively,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  people  doing  the  rating  be  very  familiar  with  both 
the  scenery  in  the  District  and  with  the  concepts  of  this  rating 
system. 

4.  Using  a  topographic  map  as  a  base  (1:250,000  or  1:62,500 
are  both  good  tools  for  this  purpose),  subdivide  the  District  or  area 
on  an  overlay  into  scenery  units.   The  size  of  the  units  is  of  very 
little  consequence.   The  important  consideration  is  that  all  of  the 
scenery  within  the  unit  be  of  the  same  nature.   For  example,  a  large 
area  of  rolling  sage  covered  hills  cut  by  small  drainages  containing 
a  variety  of  larger  plants  but  generally  all  the  same  type  of  scenery 
could  be  a  unit.   A  small  but  spectacular  canyon  that  is  distinctly 
different  from  the  surrounding  scenery  or  a  broad  valley  that  has  a 
distinct  character  of  its  own  could  each  be  a  unit.   (It  would  be  very 
hard  to  separate  a  narrow  canyon  bottom  from  the  surrounding  hillsides 
because  the  hills  are  such  an  integral  part  of  the  scenery  of  the 
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5.  Apply  the  key  factors  of  scenery  to  each  unit  separately. 

Remember  that  each  key  factor  is  applied  to  the 
unit  as  a  whole,  not  from  any  one  location  or  even  from  a  bird's-eye 
view.  Perhaps  the  principle  is  best  described  as  the  overall  impression 
one  retains  after  driving  through,  walking  through,  flying  over,  or 
otherwise  becoming  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  unit. 

6.  After  all  units  have  been  evaluated,  show  the  classifica- 
tion (A,  B,  or  C)  for  each  unit  on  the  overlay.     e 

Also  identify  any  visual  intrusions. 

B.   Use  of  the  Scenery  Quality  Rating.   The  scenery  quality 
rating  provides  the  major  visual  resource  input  into  Step  3,URA  (1605.47). 
It  is  accompanied  by  a  brief  description  of  the  scenery  quality  and  the 
effect  that  any  visual  intrusions  might  have  on  that  quality. 

.12  Step  2:   Determining  the  Visual  Sensitivity  Level.   Using  the 
procedure  outlined  below,  determine  the  visual  sensitivity  level  for 
all  areas  within  the  Planning  Area,  or  on  a  Resource  Area,  or  on  a 
Districtwide  basis  if  it  is  more  convenient  to  present  the  data  at 
that  level. 

A.   Visual  Sensitivity  Evaluation.   Visual  sensitivity  levels  are 
an  index  to  the  relative  importance  of  visual  response  to  areas  within 
the  District,  Resource  Area,  or  Planning  Area.   In  brief,  the  steps 
to  sensitivity  level  evaluation  are:   criteria  selection,  criteria 
weighting,  and  field  classification  and  mapping  of  all  land  into  one  of 
three  visual  sensitivity  levels   (high,  medium,  low). 

•*-•   Criteria  Selection.  Using  an  interdisciplinary  team 
approach,  including  management,  determine  what  criteria  are  valid  in 
considering  the  importance  of  the  visual  resource.   It  is  important 
that  the  District  or  Area  Manager  be  involved  because  it  is  through 
this  process  and  subsequent  criteria  weighting  that  management  begins 
to  Indicate  its  interpretation  of  the  public  values  of  the  visual 
resource. 

2,   Criteria  Weighting.  Using  the  same  team,  assign  a  weight 
to  each  criterion.   It  is  very  possible  that  one  criterion  may  be  more 
important  than  all  the  others  combined.   One  simple  technique  for  weight- 
ing is  to  consider  each  criterion  against  all  of  the  others. 


3.  Delineating  Sensitivity  Areas.  Delineate  on  a  map  areas  of 
similar  sensitivity  based  on  type  of  use,  volume  of  use,  relationship 
to  other  uses,  community  relationships  and  attitudes,  land  use,  or  other 
criteria  as  appropriate. 
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4.  Field  Classification.   For  each  delineated  area  determine 
the  relative  importance  of  each  of  the  criteria  as  it  applies  to  that 
area.  Add  the  weighted  scores  to  determine  which  visual  sensitivity 
level  applies. 

5.  Review.   Before  proceeding  to  Step  3,  below,  the  visual 
sensitivity  levels  must  be  reviewed  by  the  District  or  Area  Manager. 

B.  Use  of  the  Visual  Sensitivity  Level.   The  visual  sensitivity 
will  provide  visual  resource  input  to  the  recreation  portion  of  the 
Planning  Area  Analysis  (1607).   It  will,  along  with  the  visual  zone 
determination  (.13  below),  provide  a  method  of  evaluating  demand  for 
the  scenic  resource  as  required  for  the  first  phase  of  Step  r,MFP 
(1608.3). 

.13  Step  3;  Delineating  Visual  Zones. 
Delineate  visual  zones  for  areas  in  Class  B  scenery  having  a  high  or 
medium  sensitivity  level.   Delineate  only  the  foreground-middleground 
zone  in  Class  C  scenery  areas  that  have  a  high  sensitivity.  Areas  in 
C  Class  scenery  having  medium  or  low  sensitivity  and  areas  in  A  Class 
scenery  do  not  require  visual  zone  delineation.   (See  Illustration  11.) 
This  step  must  be  done  in  the  field  by  actually  traveling  along  each 
route  and  observing  the  area  that  can  be  viewed,  then  delineating  the 
zones  on  a  map.   If  the  route  is  a  highway  or  trail,  it  should  be 
traveled  in  both  directions.   If  a  vehicle  is  used,  it  is  best  to  have 
both  a  driver  an  an  observer.   An  alternative  to  this  method  would  be  a 
"VIEWIT  computer  program  or  some  other  computerized  topography  delinea- 
tion method.   This  step,  along  with  the  sensitivity  level  determination 
above,  is  a  part  of  the  visual  resource  input  into  the  Planning  Area 
Analysis  (1607.3).  Delineate  the  following  visual  zones: 

A.  Foreground-Middleground .   This  is  the  area  that  can  be  seen 
from  each  travel  route  or  sensitivity  area  for  a  distance  of  3  to  5 
miles  where  management  activities  might  be  viewed  in  detail.   The  outer 
boundary  of  this  visual  zone  is  defined  as  the  point  where  the  texture 
and  form  of  individual  plants  is  no  longer  apparent  in  the  landscape. 

B.  Background.  This  is  the  remaining  area  which  can  be  seen 
from  each  travel  route,  to  approximately  15  miles.   Do  not  include  areas 
in  the  background  which  are  so  far  distant  that  the  only  thing  discern- 
ible is  the  form  or  outline.   In  order  to  be  included  within  the  visual 
zone,  vegetation  should  be  visible  at  least  as  patterns  of  light  and 
dark. 

NOTE:   In  some  areas,  reduced  visibility,  due  to  atmospheric 
conditions,  lessens  the  distances  normally  covered  by  each 
zone.   Also,  where  the  foreground-middleground  zone  from  one 
travel  route  overlaps  the  background  from  another  route,  use 
only  the  foreground-middleground  designation.   All  areas  that 
are  not  identified  and  delineated  in  the  above  zones  are 
considered  seldom  seen. 
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.14  Step  4;  Labeling  Areas.   On  a  map  or  overlay,  outline  and  label 
the  areas  which  have  a  similar  visual  sensitivity  level,  visual  zone, 
and  scenic  quality. 

.15   Step  5:   Assigning  Visual  Resource  Management  Classes.   Using 
the  chart  in  Illustration  11,  assign  a  tentative  visual  resource  manage- 
ment class  to  each  area  outlined  in  Step  4  above. 

.16   Step  6:   Outlining  Visual  Management-Units.   On  a  separate  over- 
lay or  map,  outline  all  contiguous  areas  with  the  same  tentative  visual 
resource  management  class  and  label  each  unit. 

. 18  Visual  Resource  Management  Classes.   The  following  visual  re- 
source management  classes  are  to  be  used  as  tentative  minimum  management 
objectives  for  the  visual  management  units  identified  above.   Each  visual 
resource  management  class  describes  a  different  degree  of  modification 
allowed  in  the  basic  elements  of  the  landscape.   The  primary  character 
of  the  landscape  will  be  retained  regardless  of  the  degree  of  modifica- 
tion.  (See  Illustration  11.)   The  visual  resource  management  classes 
are  used  as  the  basis  for  writing  the  visual  resource  management  objec- 
tives in  MFP,  Step  1  (1608.3)  for  the  visual  management  units  identified 
in  VRM,  Step  6,  above.   The  specific  recommendations  in  Step  1,  MFP,  are 
based  on  the  visual  resource  management  classes  and  the  opportunities 
presented  in  Step  4,  URA. 

A.  Class  I.  This  class  provides  primarily  for  natural  ecological 
changes  only.  It  is  applied  to  primitive  areas,  some  natural  areas,  and 
other  similar  situations  where  management  activities  are  to  be  restricted. 

B.  Class  II.   Changes  in  any  of  the  basic  elements  (form,  line, 
color  or  texture)  caused  by  a  management  activity  should  not  be  evident 
in  the  characteristic  landscape. 

C.  Class  III.   Changes  in  the  basic  elements,  (form,  line,  color, 
texture)  caused  by  a  management  activity  may  be  evident  in  the  charac- 
teristic landscape.   However,  the  changes  should  remain  subordinate  to 
the  visual  strength  of  the  existing  character. 

D.  Class  IV.   Changes  may  subordinate  the  original  composition 
and  character  but  must  reflect  what  could  be  a  natural  occurrence  with- 
in the  characteristic  landscape. 

E.  Class  V.   Change  is  needed   This  class  applies  to  areas  where 
the  naturalistic  character  has  been  disturbed  to  a  point  where  re- 
habilitation is  needed  to  bring  it  back  into  character  with  the  surround- 
ing countryside.   This  class  would  apply  to  areas  identified  in  the 
scenery  evaluation  where  the  quality  class  has  been  reduced  because  of 
unacceptable  intrusions.   It  should  be  considered  an  interim  short-term 
classification  until  one  of  the  other  objectives  can  be  reached  through 
rehabilitation  or  enhancement.   The  desired  visual  quality  objective 
should  be  identified.  AA.-7 
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Chart  for  Determining  Visual  Resource  Management  Class 
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MOTE:  Class  I  applies  only  to  classified  special  areas,  e.g., 
Wilderness,  Primitive,  Natural  Areas,  etc.  This  quality 
standard  is  established  through  legislation  or  policy. 

Class  V  applies  to  areas  identified  in  the  scenery  quality 
inventory  where  the  quality  class  has  been  reduced 
because  of  unacceptable  intrusions. 
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.1  Use  of  the  Contrast  Rating.   The  contrast  rating  must  be  applied 
in  the  planning  stages  to  all  proposed  land  management  activities  that 
will  disturb  the  soil,  change  or  remove  vegetation,  or  place  a  structure 
in  the  landscape.   It  should  also  be  applied  to  all  areas  that  are 
identified  as  needing  rehabilitation  or  enhancement.  Application  of 
the  contrast  rating  system  should  be  done  from  the  most  critical  view 
point  or  points  that  are  or  will  be  commonly  in  use.  When  applying  the 
rating  system,  keep  in  mind  the  following  variables  are  the  factors 
which  determine  how  well  the  contrast  is  seen: 

-  Distance  from  which  the  project  will  be  viewed. 

-  Angle  of  observation.   The  apparent  size  of  a  management 
activity  is  directly  related  to  the  angle  between  the 
viewers  line-of-sight  and  the  slope  being  viewed.   As  this 
angle  nears  90o,  the  maximum  area  is  viewable  and  becomes 
most  critical. 

-  Length  of  time  the  project  is  in  view.   If  the  viewer  has 
only  a  brief  glimpse  of  the  project,  the  contrast  can 
almost  be  disregarded.   If,  however,  the  project  is  subject 
to  view  .for  a  long  period,  as  from  an  overlook,  the 
opportunity  to  detect  contrast  becomes  very  critical. 

-  Relative  size  or  scale  of  the  project  in  relation  to  its 
surroundings . 

-  Season  of  the  year  and  the  effects  of  seasonal  changes. 
Contrast  rating  should  be  done  considering  the  heavy  or 
most  critical  use  season. 

-  Light  and  how  it  will  effect  the  project  being  viewed. 

-  The  effect  time  has  on  the  healing  process.   Few  projects 
can  be  expected  to  meet  the  visual  classes  immediately  upon 
completion.   With  some  long-term  projects,  such  as  a  strip 
mine,  it  may  be  desirable  to  have  both  short-term  (5-years) 
and  long-term  objectives  (completion  of  the  project). 

11  Contrast  Rating  as  a  Measure  of  Meeting  Established  Visual 
Resource  Management  Classes.   The  following  is  applied  to  determine 
if  the  proposed  activity  will  meet  the  visual  resource  management  class 
assigned  to  the  area. 

A   Class  I.   The  degree  of  contrast  for  any  one  element  may  not 
exceed  1  (weak)  and  the  total  contrast  rating  for  any  feature  must  be 
less  than  10. 
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B.  Class  II.   The  degree  of  contrast  for  any  one  element  should 
not  exceed  2  (moderate)  and  the  total  contrast  rating  for  any  feature 
may  not  exceed  10. 

C.  Class  III.  The  degree  of  contrast  for  any  one  element  should 
not  exceed  2  (moderate)  and  the  total  contrast  rating  for  any  feature 
may  not  exceed  16. 

D.  Class  IV.  The  total  contrast  rating  for  any  feature  should 
not  exceed  20. 

E.  Class  V  is  an  Interim  classification  for  rehabilitation  or 
enhancement  of  an  area.  Based  upon  its  indicated  potential  visual 
resource  management  class  (II,  III,  or  IV),  select  the  appropriate 
contrast  rating. 

. 12  Contrast  Rating  as  a  Guide  to  Reducing  Visual  Impact.   The 
contrast  rating  quickly  points  out  the  elements  and  the  features  that 
will  cause  the  greatest  visual  impact.   This  provides  a  guide  to  the 
most  effective  method  of  reducing  the  visual  impact  of  a  proposed 
activity  or  project.   Those  elements  with  the  highest  degree  of  contrast 
are  the  ones  that  can  be  attacked  and  lowered  most  effectively. 

.2  Visual  Contrast  Application. 

.21  Landscape  Description.  Write  a  brief  description  of  the  exist- 
ing landscape.  Describe  each  of  the  landscape  features  (landform, 
vegetation,  structures)  in  terms  of  the  basic  elements  (form,  line, 
color,  texture.) 

.22  Activity  Description.   Briefly  describe  and  define  the  proposed 
activity  or  project.   Tell  how  it  will  be  accomplished  and  the  antic- 
ipated impacts  on  the  landscape  by  feature  and  element. 

.23  Contrast  Rating.  Using  the  methodology  described  in  .3,  de- 
termine a  contrast  rating  for  the  proposed  activity.  To  determine  the 
degree  of  contrast  for  vegetation  or  landform  modification,  compare  the 
existing  vegetation  to  the  proposed  modification  of  vegetation  and  the 
existing  landform  to  the  proposed  modification  of  landform.   For 
structures,  compare  the  existing  landscape  (landform,  vegetation,  and 
structures)  to  the  proposed  structure  modification  or  addition  on  the 
landscape.   If  the  activity  does  not  meet  the  requirements  for  the 
VRM  Class  that  has  been  established  for  the  area  (see  .11),  look  at  the 
rating  scores  to  see  what  can  be  done  to  reduce  the  impact  more 
effectively,  then  redesign  the  project  and  run  through  the  rating  pro- 
cess again.   If  the  proposed  activity  still  will  not  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  VRM  Class,  a  landscape  architect  should  be  called  in  to 
reassess  the  design.   If  the  VRM  Class  requirements  still  cannot  be 
met,  the  landscape  architect  should  submit  a  written  recommendation 
to  the  District  Manager  to  either  go  ahead  with  the  proposal  with  the 
impacts  reduced  as  much  as  possible,  revise  the  proposal,  or  abandon 
the  proposal  in  favor  of  protecting  the  visual  resource. 

A4-10 


.3  Visual  Contrast  Rating  Methodology.  The  visual  contrast  created  by 
a  management  activity  can  be  measured  by  determining  the  contrast  caused 
by  that  activity  in  each  of  the  basic  elements. 

.31  Assigning  Numerical  Values.  The  ease  of  detecting  contrast  in 
the  basic  elements  varies  on  a  scale  from  4  (form)  to  1  (texture).  By 
assigning  values  that  indicate  degree  of  contrast,  3  for  strong,  2  for 
moderate,  and  1  for  weak,  we  can  set  up  a  direct  multiplier  for  an 
indication  of  the  strength  of  the  contrast. 


Form 

-  4 

Line 

-  3 

Color 

-  2 

Texture 

-  1 

Degree  of 

Contrast 

Strong  -  3 

Moderate  -  2 

Weak  -  1 

None  -  0 

A.   Contrast  Ratine  Example.   Following  the  visual  contrast 
application  in  .2,  the  contrast  rating  is  applied  to  each  of  the 
types  of  features  in  the  landscape  separately.  That  is,  a  contrast 
rating  is  developed  for  the  proposed  change  in  land  surface,  for  the 
vegetation,  and  for  the  structures.  The  ease  of  detection  for  each 
element  is  multiplied  by  the  degree  of  contrast  and  the  results  are 
added  to  get  a  total  score.  The  total  score  for  all  three  types  of 
feature  is  not  as  important  as  the  score  for  each  individual  feature 
but  it  could  give  an  indication  of  the  overall  magnitude  of  the  impact, 
In  long-term  projects,  such  as  strip  mines,  a  short-term  and  long-term 
evaluation  of  (contrast  rating)  should  be  done. 


Element 


Maximum 
Contrast        Score    Score  Possible 


Land  Surface     Form    -  4  X  None     -  0  -  0 

Features 

Line    -  3  X  None     -  0  =0 

Color   -  2  X  Moderate  -  2  =4 

Texture  -  1  X  Moderate  -  2  _f 2_ 

Sub  Total  =6  30 
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Vegetation 
Features 


Structures 
Features 


Form  -  4  X  Strong  -  3 
Line  -  3  X  Strong  -  3 
Color  -  2  X  Moderate  -  2 
Texture  -  1  X  Moderate  -  2 

Sub  Total 
Form    -  4  X  Moderate  -  2 
Line    -  3  X  Weak     -  1 
Color   -  2  X  Weak     -  1 
Texture  -  1  X  Moderate  -  2 

SubTotal 


O.  overal!  score  «8)  indicates  a  ^"Jg^^l^T^Zt 
„„,  (27)  ia  extreme  thus  the  project  would  be  very  ob       ^  of 

effective  place  to  reduce  contrast  xs  in  tne 
vegetation,  and  the  element  of  form  in  structures. 


cates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, but  does  n        ^  characteristic 
attracts  attention-the  contrast  "gins  to         looked. 
landscape;  21-30  demands  attention,  will  not  be  oven 


=  14 

=     9 

-     4 

=      2 

=   27 

30 

=     8 

=     3 

=     2 

=     2 

=   15 

30 

48 

90 

A2+-12 


APPENDIX  5 

LETTERS  WITH  INDEX  NUMBERS  ASSIGNED 
AND 
EXAMPLES  OF  VOTE-TYPE  LETTERS 


§SG$ 


^mm^ 


000003 


^Xj»o, 


LETTERS 

WITH  INDEX 

NUMBERS 

ASSIGNED 


COLORADO  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

715  STATE  CENTENNIAL  BUILDING  -  1313  SHERMAN  STREET 

DENVER.  COLORADO  80203     PHONE  (303)  892-2611 

August  22,  1977 


Foothills  Project  Team 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  1108 

1010  Tenth  Street 

Golden,  CO   80401 

Gentlemen: 

This  letter  is  submitted  in  response  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on 
the  proposed  Foothills  Project  issued  by  BLM  in  August,  1977.   The  Colorado 
Geological  Survey  has  twice  previously  responded  to  environmental  statements 
from  your  office  on  the  Foothills  Project  with  particular  reference  to  seismic 
hazards  as  related  to  the  Strontia  Springs  dam.  Most  of  our  suggestions 
have  been  incorporated  into  this  DES,  but  a  few  have  not.   Our  primary 
objection  to  the  DES  is  that  a  design  earthquake  is  not  selected.  There  is 
a  general  discussion  of  the  Golden  fault  (pg.  2-46),  the  fault  closest  to 
the  dam  site  which  has  documented  Quaternary  movement,  but  more  specific 
information  should  be  included  (i.e.  fault  length,  epicentral  distance, 
maximum  expected  earthquake  magnitude,  and  the  resulting  site  response). 
Such  information  is  essential  to  adequately  design  the  dam  for  earthquake 
shaking.  A  second  point  of  concern  is  the  duration  of  microearthquake 
monitoring  of  the  dam  site  (pg.  4-19).  The  proposed  two-month  preconstruction 
monitoring  period  should  be  increased  to  a  minimum  of  six  months. 

The  following  information  was  submitted  to  you  by  our  office  in  a  letter 

of  June  23,  1977.   It  is  herein  resubmitted  in  hopes  that  it  will  be  included 

in  the  final  environmental  statement. 


Foothills  Project  Team 

Page  2 

August  22,  1977 


Estimation  of  the  maximum  credible  earthquake  was  determined  from 
characteristics  of  the  Golden  fault.  These  include  a  minimum  length 
of  30  km  and  2.7  m  of  fault  displacement.  The  criteria  used  are 
those  of  Slemmons  (1977,  in  press)  who  studied  the  causative  faults 
of  all  historic  earthquakes  that  had  surface  fault  breaks.   By  using 
the  earthquake  magnitude,  length  of  surface  rupture  and  maximum 
surface  displacement,  graphs  have  been  prepared  by  Slemmons  which 
relate  earthquake  magnitude  to  the  log  of  the  various  parameters 
studied.  Plotting  of  the  Golden  fault  characteristics  on  these 
charts  yields  a  minimum  of  M  equal  to  6.5  and  the  possibility  of  M 
equal  to  7.4  or  greater. 

Possibility  of  induced  seismlcitv  and  microearthquake  monitoring 
program.  The  minimum  program  which  we  would  consider  to  be  prudent 
would  be  similar  to  the  approach  used  currently  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  even  in  areas  considered  aseismic  and  having 
inactive  faults.  A  brief  description  is  included  below. 


a) 


A  minimum  of  six  months  of  preconstruction  microearthquake  monitoring 
with  one  seismometer.   If  at  any  time  this  yields  a  reasonable  Indication 
of  local  microearthquakes,  the  network  Is  expanded  to  7  or  8  seismometers 
capable  of  accurately  locating  local  events  both  as  to  location 
and  depth  of  hypocenter. 

During  initial  filling  of  the  reservoir,  monitor  closely  with  a  full 
network  as  described  above,  watching  carefully  for  any  anomalous 
increase  or  localization  of  events.   If  such  an  increase  is  noted, 
plans  should  be  in  existance  to  immediately  take  any  action  deemed 
necessary  including  lowering  of  the  reservoir  level. 


Robert  M.  Kirkham 
Engineering  Geologist 


Maximum  credible  earthquake  for  the  site.  We  would  consider  a  Rlchter 
magnitude  of  M  equal  to  or  larger  than  6.5  to  be  realistic,  with  an 
epicentral  distance  of  approximately  five  miles.  We  consider  these  to 
be  prudent  but  not  overly  stringent  In  the  context  of  the  physical  situation. 
Rationale.   The  entire  southern  part  of  the  Front  Range  may  be  bounded  on 
the  east  by  a  large  deep-seated,  high-angle  fault  system.  Numerous  faults 
including  the  Boulder,  Golden,  Jarre  Creek,  and  Rampart  Range  faults  are 
surface  expressions  of  this  system.  Areas  between  these  faults  are  marked 
by  steep  monoclines  which  very  probably  are  underlain  by  faults  at  depth. 
The  shortest  distance  between  the  dam  site  and  this  major  tectonic  structure 
is  approximately  five  miles. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

P.    0.    Box   17107,    Denver,    Colorado   80217 


0   0010 


September  1,  1977 


Mr.  Richard  D.  McEldery 

District  Manager 

Canon  City  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3080  E.  Main  Street 

P.  0.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  80212 

Dear  Mr.  McEldery: 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmniita: 
Statement  for  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project. 

We  believe  this  is  a  well  written,  thorough  statement  which  ade- 
quately discusses  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action. 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  i 


ment  on  this  project. 


Robert  G.  Halstead 
State  Conservationist 

cc:   R-  M.  Davis,  Administrator,  SCS,  Washington,  D-C 

Office  of  the  Coordinator  of  Environmental  Quality  Activities 

Office  of  the  Secretary,  USDA,  Washington,  D.C. 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (5  copies) 


cc:   Denver  Water  Board 


A 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

BUILDING  20,  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 
DENVER,  COLORADO  S0225 
Inter mountain  Field  Operations  Center 


000013 


September  7~  "197? 


DEPARTMENT    OF   THE    ARMY 

OMAHA   DISTRICT.   CORPS  OF   ENGINEERS 

SOU   u.  s.  post  office  and  court  house 

OMAHA.   NEBRASKA   68102 


0   0014 


8  September  1977 


To:       Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Canon  City  District  Office 
3080  East  Main  Street 
P.  0.  Box  311 
Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

From:     Chief,  Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center 

Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  fctta 
Proposed  Foothills  Project  (DES  77-24) 

As  requested  by  the  Colorado  State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
we  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Proposed 
Foothills  Project  (DES  77-24),  as  prepared  by  BLM.   Our  present  review, 
while  done  in  the  absence  of  a  copy  of  the  earlier  version  of  this 
statement  (DES  76-02),  indicates  that  the  concerns  we  expressed  in  our 
February  26,  1976,  review  of  the  previous  statement  have  not  yet  been 
addressed.  We,  therefore,  are  reiterating  them. 

We  are  concerned  about  possible  adverse  impacts  on  mineral  resources 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  water  treatment  plant,  where  clays,  coal,  and 
limestone  have  been  produced  from  numerous  pits,  mines,  and  quarries. 
According  to  the  statement,  the  treatment  facility  would  strongly 
influence  the  use  of  adjacent  lands  as  well  as  the  site  itself.  With- 
out a  detailed  field  investigation,  we  cannot  determine  whether  this 
component  of  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  would,  in  effect,  preclude 
recovery  of  mineral  resources  that  otherwise  might  be  produced.   In 
particular,  sequential  use  of  mined  lands,  such  as  the  proposed  use  of 
the  limestone  quarry  in  the  SE^sec.  2,  T.  7  S.,  R.  69  W.,  for  sludge 
disposal  and  subsequent  reclamation,  is  desirable  but  only  if  no  active 
or  probable  future  mineral-production  operation  would  be  displaced  and 
only  after  recoverable  mineral  resources  have  been  extracted.  This 
matter  should  be  discussed  in  the  final  environmental  statement. 


^oumctv 


/  fo***^~f 


ond  L.  Lowrxe 


%    cc:  Mr.  Dale  R.  Andrus,  State  Director 
BLM  -  Colo. 


Mr.  Dale  E.  Andrus 

Bureau  of  Land,  Management 

Colorado  State  Office 

Room  700s  Colorado  State  Bank  Building 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  80202 


Dear  Mr.  Andrus: 


This  is  in  response  to  your  request  to  review  the  environmental  state- 
ment for  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project,  southwest  of  Denver,  Colorado. 

In  general,  the  draft  statement  reflects  a  great  deal  of  effort  in 
defining  and  explaining  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project.  Due  to  the  ongoing  coordination  between  your  agency  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  during  the  preparation  of  the  draft  statement, 
we  believe  it  fully  addresses  the  Impacts  of  our  permit  actions 
and  impacts  to  our  Chatfield  project.  We  have  no  further  comment  at 
this  time. 

We  appreciate  having  had  the  opportunity  to  complete  our  review  of 
this  draft  document.  We  would  also  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the 
final  environmental  statement  when  it  becomes  available. 

Sincerely  yours, 


J0HH  E.  VELEHRADSKi,  P.E.  ( 
Chief,  Planning  Division 


'^8-ltfl6 


John  J.  NichoN 
District  No.  1 


Thomas    R.    Eggert 
District  No.  2 


0    0025 


board    of    county     commissioners 


Charles  A.   Pitts 
District  No.  3 


Msrjorie  Page 
Clerk  to  the  Board 


Ronald  S.  Loser 
County  Attorney 


September  16,  1977 
Presented  at  Hearings 
Denver,  Colorado 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado   81212 

I  am  Tom  Eggert,  Arapahoe  County  Commissioner. 

I  am  speaking  this  morning  for  John  Nicholl  and  Charles 

Pitts,  two  other  Arapahoe  Commissioners,  as  well  as  for 

Jim  Covey,  Adams  County  Commissioner  and  Bob  Clement, 

Jefferson  County  Commissioner. * 

Collectively  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review 
the  DES  and  would  commend  the  BLM  and  other  contritu- 
ting  groups  for  the  thorough  presentation.   We  whole- 
heartedly wish  to  express  our  approval  of  the  Strontia 
Springs  Reservoir-Foothills  Treatment  Plant  as  outlined. 

If  one  stands  back  to  see  the  beauty  of  the  forest 
rather  than  to  stand  among  the  trees  and  see  only  tree 
trunks  we  see  in  the  Foothills  statement  the  opportunity 
to  be  sensitive  to  the  needs  of  people-now-and  in  the 
-  1  - 


future-with  very,  very  little  continuing  impact  on  the  environment. 

We  would  suggest  that  summary  page,  paragraph  3  be  presented  in  a 
more  positive  way.   It  presents  a  very  negative  picture  without 
exposing  the  truth.   The  truth  is  buried  in  the  following  pages  of 
the  statement.   We  are  concerned  less  the  Washington  reviewers  may 
not  dig  deep  enough  to  find  the  truth  and  certainly  they  are  not 
as  familiar  with  Colorado  as  we  are  at  the  local  level  where  govern- 
ment should  take  place! 

For  instance,  Metro  Denver  will  continue  to  grow  as  it  offers  the 
life  style  and  environment  desired  by  many  (3-5).   Water  availability 
will  not  affect  the  desire  to  move  to  metro  Denver.   Lack  of  water 
will  only  reduce  the  life  style. 

The  American  people  will  put  up  with  short  term  inconvenience  when 
they  can  see  an  end  point  solution.   The  metro  area  public  responded 
to  the  DWB's  every  third  day  watering  program,  but  they  see  no  need 
to  continue  the  inconvenience  of  scheduling  their  life  style  around 
the  irrigation  need  when  there  is  Foothills  as  a  solution.   I  must 
add  in  all  fairness  that  my  lawn  has  never  looked  better,  but  then 
I  am  watering  every  third  day  instead  of  once  a  week. 

To  address  the  positives: 

We  have  in  Colorado  14,500  miles  of  flowable  water  in  3,516  streams. 

9,500  miles  have  significant  fishing.   7,100  miles  are  available  for 


public  trout  fishing  while  1,600  miles  are  private.   Seventeen 
hundred  miles  are  stocked  by  Wildlife  on  a  put  and  take  basis. 
(Wildlife  Division)   Wildlife  does  not  expect  stocked  Rainbow  to 
spawn.   The  South  Platte  River  is  one  of  the  poorer  producers  of 
fish  per  acre  of  those  cited  in  the  report.   Why  should  1.7  miles 
of  7,100  miles  of  public  trout  stream  prevent  a  potential  2.4 
million  people  from  enjoying  an  outstanding  life  style?  (2-39) 

The  18,000  lost  visits  to  South  Platte  Canyon  are  lost  during 
construction  period.   Mitigation  however  would  allow  use  further 
upstream  during  construction.   These  18,000  visits  {6,000  per  year) 
compare  with  an  estimated  571,600  visits  to  the  South  Platte/Chees- 
man  area  in  1976.   Cherry  Creek  Reservoir  had  over. 1.5  million 
visitors  in  the  twelve  months  ending  June  1977.   (Parks)   Could 
this  be  an  indication  of  the  popularity  of  a  reservoir  over  a 
stream?   People  are  going  to  find  recreation! 

The  Bighorn  sheep  herd  is  a  transplanted  herd.  (COG)   The  report 
indicates  more  attrition  of  the  herd  may  take  place  because  of 
lung  worm  than  because  of  reservoir  construction.  (3-33)   The 
herd  could  be  moved  out  during  construction  and  then  returned  - 
thereby  conserving  the  sheep.  (4-19) 

The  Peregrine  Falcon  has  been  reproduced  in  captivity  by  an  Air 
Force  Major  in  Colorado  Springs  more  successfully  than  naturally. 


That  is  until  some  bureaucrat  cited  a  law  and  stopped  him.   Maybe 
the  Peregrine  is  not  suited  to  a  changing  world.   Again  the  Falcons 
may  leave,  but  they  can  be  replaced  or  return  when  construction 
quiets  down. 

Narrow  gage  railbeds  abound  in  Colorado:   The  loss  of  this  short 
mileage  from  the  total  is  no  loss  compared  to  the  loss  of  adequate 
water  for  2.4  million  people.   Has  anyone  considered  airlifting  the 
Keystone  Bridge  to  a  new  site  -  possibly  to  an  operating  narrow 
gage?  What  has  been  done  by  those  against  Foothills  to  save  other 
railbeds?   What  has  been  done  by  them  to  stop  the  desecration  of 
old  mine  structures  and  ghost  towns?   How  many  of  you  have  seen  the 
almost  total  destruction  of  old  buildings  in  the  mountains? 

Does  the  Keystone  Bridge  have  to  oecome  the  lousewort  or  snail 
darter  of  Waterton  Canyon?   Do  we  lack  creativity  in  finding  solu- 
tions? We  helped  raise  a  temple  on  the  Nile  to  protect  it  from  a 
new  reservoir  to  serve  the  Egyptian  people.   We  can  find  a  solution 

herei 

The  Department  of  Health  talks  about  water  pollution.   We're  not 
sure  what  is  lost  by  the  1,753  tons  of  sediment.   How  many  of  you 
have  seen  Clear  Creek  during  the  spring  runoff?   Somehow  this  and 
other  streams  clear  themselves  and  the  fishing  continues. 

-  4  - 


A  hydroelectric  generator  in  the  dam  will  not  only  cushion  the  water 
outflow,  but  will  produce  a  slight  surplus  of  power  over  that  required 
to  run  Foothills.   No  coal,  no  smoke,  just  quietly  generated,  pollu- 
tion free,  electric  power.   What  a  great  positive  -  that  is  buried 
in  the  statement. 


growth  of  the  metro  area.   The  DWB  submitted  a  plan  sensitive  to  the 
many  environmental  situations.   We  don't  need  a  minority  population 
of  transplanted  environmentalists  to  tell  the  majority  what's  best 
for  us  in  metro  Denver  1 


As  a  matter  of  common  sense  we  ask  why  so  much  agitation  over  some 

250  acres?   Is  an  impact  statement  to  be  demanded  for  the  recently  sold 

Phipps  ranch  covering  some  22,000  acres  with  a  projected  population 

of  over  250,000  with  the  resulting  pollution  generated?  When  do 

we  start  to  get  a  balanced  perspective  and  get  our  priorities  in 

line? 

When  the  future  public  water  use  in  Colorado  may  approach  3%   of 
total  water  availability  -  and  some  94%  still  will  be  used  for 
agricultural  irrigation  -  delivered  through  ditches  which  lose 
50%  and  more  through  seepage  -  and  little  is  being  done  to 
conserve  this  latter  loss  -  we  see  the  need  for  more  common 
sense  being  used  in  supporting  the  water  need  of  2.4  million 
people  in  metro  Denver. 

We  believe  that  economy  of  water  service  comes  from  a  strong  central 
organization  -  one  with  a  goal  for  the  future.   We  believe  the  DWB 
is  such  an  organization,  has  developed  its  goals,  and  its  continuing 
efforts  need  the  support  of  all  clear  thinking  citizens  and  that  of 
the  BLM  to  provide  the  water  resources  to  accommodate  the  planned 


We  had  some  strong  willed  men  build  a  firm  and  fair  foundation  for 
our  nation  in  1776.   in  1907,  another  group,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  published  their  "Use  Book"  and  showed  they  too  were  of 
firm  and  fair  purpose.   We  urge  the  BLM  to  consider  including  some 
of  the  guidelines  for  the  "Use  Book"  in  the  final  EIS.   We  quote; 
"In  the  administration  of  the  Forest  preserves... 
all  land  is  to  be  devoted  to  its  most  productive 
use  for  the  permanent  good  of  the  whole  people..." 
and  further,  "You  will  see  to  it  that  the  water, 
wood  and  forage  of  the  reserves  are  conserved 
and  wisely  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  homebuilders 
first  of  all..."  and  continuing  "...where  conflicting 
interests  must  be  reconciled  the  question  will  al- 
ways be  decided  from  the  standpoint  of  the  great- 
est good  of  the  greatestnumber  in  the  long  run". 

We  ask  the  BLM  to  keep  these  points  in  mind  while  they  prepare  the 
final  draft  of  the  EIS.   We  are  sure,  that  if  they  do,  a  stronger  state- 
ment will  result  for  the  benefit  of  the  greatest  number  of  people 
in  the  long  run. 

-  6  - 


Very  truly  yours. 


ADAMS  COUNTY 

John  G.  Campbell 
James  M.  Covey 
Pete  M.  Mirelez 


COMMISSIONERS  OF: 

ARAPAHOE  COUNTY 

John  J.  Nicholl 
Thomas  R.  Eggert 
Charles  A.  Pitts 


JEFFERSON  COUNTY 
Robert  F.  Clement 


*  Since  the  above  statement  was  presented  at  the  hearing  September 
16,  1977,  John  G.  Campbell  and  Pete  M.  Mirelez  have  concurred  with 
the  statement  and  ask  that  their  names  be  included. 
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COMMENTS  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
DEFENSE  FUND  ON  THE  PROPOSED 
FOOTHILLS  PROJECT  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL, 
STATEMENT 

September  14,  1977 


By: 

Mohamed  T.  El-Ashry,  Ph.D. 
Gerry  Trujillo 


The  Environmental  Defense  Fund  (FDF)  is  a  non-profit, 
public  membership  organization  composed  of  scientists,  lawyers, 
economists,  and  other  concerned  citizens  dedicated  to  the  pro- 
tection and  enhancement  of  the  human  and  natural  environment 
through  research  and  legislative,  administrative,  and  judicial 
action.   EDF  has  approximately  43,000  members  nationwide  and 
maintains  offices  in  New  York,  New  York;  Washington,  D.C.; 
Denver ,  Colorado ;  and  Berkeley ,  California . 

EDF  submits  these  comments  on  the  proposed  Foothills 
Project  after  having  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  information  obtained 
from  the  Denver  VJater  Board  {DWB}  ,  and  available  reports  prepared 
for  the  Denver  Water  Board.   We  are  concerned  over  the  planning 
and  management  practices  of  the  Denver  Water  Board  which  have 
resulted  in  great  waste  of  a  valuable  resource  and,  if  continued, 
could  result  in  severe  hardships  among  water  users  in  the  region. 
The  goal  of  the  Denver  Water  Board  has  been  to  provide  the  greatest 
possible  supply  of  water  regardless  of  cost,  true  demand  or  effi- 
ciency of  use. 

The  DEIS 

One  of  the  most  important  sections  in  any  EIS  is  that  dealing 
with  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.   The  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  (NEPA)  is  intended  to  facilitate  policy  choices, 
yet  there  can  be  no  choice  if  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action 
are  lacking  or  inadequately  analyzed.   The  importance  of  presenting 
alternatives  is  emphasized  not  only  in  §  102  (2)  (C)  (iii)  ,  but  also 


in  §  102  (2)  (D),  which  requires  that  agencies  develop  "appropriate 
alternatives"  when  there  are  "unresolved  conflicts  concerning 
alternative  uses  of  available  resources."   These  two  sections  of 
the  statute  require  federal  agencies  to  present  reviewers  and 
decision-makers  with  options  other  than  the  one  favored  by  the 
agency.   The  alternatives  of  no  action  at  all,  and  of  another 
action  that  accomplishes  the  original  goal  but  without  any  of  its 
objectionable  features,  constitute  the  extremes  between  which 
discussable  alternatives  fall.   However,  between  no  action  at 
all  and  the  perfect  alternative  lies  a  wide  range  of  other 
choices  that  require  sufficient  analysis.   Examples  of  such 
alternatives  include:   alternatives  requiring  actions  of  a 
significantly  different  nature  which  would  provide  similar  benefits 
with  different  environmental  impacts  and  alternatives  related  to 
different  designs  or  details  of  the  proposed  action  which  would 
present  different  environmental  impacts. 

As  important  as  the  range  of  alternatives  discussed  in  an 
EIS,  is  the  thoroughness  with  which  each  alternative  must  be  dis- 
cussed.  In  particular,  complete  analysis  of  their  environmental 
benefits,  costs  and  risks  should  accompany  each  alternative 
through  the  agency  review  process  in  order  not  to  foreclose  pre- 
maturely options  which  might  enhance  environmental  quality  or  have 
less  detrimental  effects. 

We  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  is  severely  deficient  in 
analyzing  all  of  the  possible  alternatives.   In  particular,  water 


conservation  measures  including  metering,  recycling  (successive 
use)  and  reform  of  rate  structures  were  casually  mentioned  under 
the  "no  action"  alternative  and  not  analyzed  as  an  alternative  in 
themselves  to  the  proposed  action.   We  believe  that  such  water  con- 
servation measures  are  environmentally  and  economically  sound 
alternatives  to  the  continued  development  and  depletion  of 
available  water  supplies.   As  long  as  more  water  is  made 
available  by  increased  treatment  capacity,  the  current  trend 
in  water-use  patterns,  which  is  already  one  of  the  highest  in  the 
West,  will  continue  and  even  at  a  higher  rate,  as  projected  in 
the  DEIS  (from  the  current  average  of  210  gallons  per  capita 
daily  to  228  gallons  per  capita  daily).   It  is  clear  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  Foothills  Project  will  be  detrimental  to  any 
efforts  at  instituting  any  meaningful  water  conservation  mea- 
sures at  present  or  in  the  near  future.   This  conclusion  is 
supported  by  the  statements  on  page  Hi-fi  of  the  1976  draft 
Environmental  Statement  on  Foothills  which  have  been  dropped  in 
the  current  DEIS:   "The  additional  treatment  capacity  would 
allow  per  capita  consumption  to  exceed  that  without  the  project 
until  1995,"  and  n[t]he  impact  of  the  project  on  the  water  priority 
allocation  program  would  be  to  delay  them  for  about  5  years." 
In  requesting  a  detailed  analysis  of  water  conservation 
measures  as  a  viable  alternative  to  the  proposed  project  we  are  not 
asking  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  generate  raw  data  or  to 
burden  itself  with  a  new  research  project.   Studies  have  already 
been  conducted  by  the  DWB  and  for  the  DWB  on  metering,  recycling, 


and  alternative  rate  structures.   Analysis  of  these  studies  was 
totally  omitted  from  the  DEIS.   We  have  utilized  such  data  as 
the  DWB  has  released  from  these  studies,  in  the  following 
analysis  of  the  need  for  Foothills. 

In  any  water  management  plan  there  are  sufficient  variables 
to  offer  many  alternatives.   For  example,  the  best  solution  for  an 
imminent  water  shortage  is  not  necessarily  more  water.   In  our 
opinion,  savings  in  water-use  may  offer  a  better  solution.   The 
objectives  become  the  determining  factor.   Building  Foothills 
is  no  more  than  an  alternative.   Decisions  in  water  management 
and  planning  have  continued  to  ignore  public  input  and  assumed 
incorrectly  public  ignorance  and  inability  to  decide  among 
alternatives.   The  Denver  Water  Board,  and  for  that  matter  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  as  evidenced  by  the  DEIS,  assume  that 
they  know,  better  than  the  public  ever  could,  what  is  the  "best" 
answer.   Therefore,  with  the  "best"  answer  set  forth,  the  public 
and  decision  makers  are  presented  with  a  yes-or-no  choice  on 
the  proposed  project.   This  is  as  patent  a  violation  of  NEPA  as 
can  be  made.   Moreover,  it  is  just  such  practices  that  cause  the 
polarization  of  differing  points  of  view  and  result  in  "no  action." 

The  Need  For  Foothills 

In  their  efforts  to  go  ahead  with  the  Foothills  Project, 
the  Denver  Water  Board  maintains  that  there  is  a  pressing  need  for 
more  water  treatment  capacity.   In  our  opinion,  there  is  no 
shortage  of  treatment  capacity  at  present  or  in  the  near  future; 


instead,  the  "shortage"  is  in  wise  management  and  efficient  use 
of  our  limited  water  supply.   Per  capita  consumption,  for  example, 
in  the  Denver  Metro  area  is  one  of  the  highest  in  the  West. 

The  present  treatment  capacity  of  520  million  gallons 
per  day  is  more  than  one  and  one-half  times  the  largest  volume 
put  out  on  any  single  day  this  summer  which  amounted  to  338 
million  gallons  according  to  the  DWB.   However,  without  the 
current  restrictions  on  lawn  watering,  demand  tends  to  exceed 
supply  only  during  the  few  consistently  hot  days  in  July  and 
August.   So,  at  a  cost  of  $264,623,000  the  DWB  is  proposing  to 
construct  Foothills  for  the  sole  purpose  of  alleviating  these 
few  peak  demand  days.   However,  their  solution — a  treatment  plant — 
is  no  solution.   Even  with  the  first  phase  of  125  mgd  treatment 
capacity  at  a  cost  of  $135,000,000,  maximum-day  shortages 
during  the  peak-use  periods  would  be  eliminated  for  a  period 
Of  only  8  years  (DEIS  at  3-8)  and  by  1988  additional  treatment 
capacity  would  be  required  again. 

Table  1-4  of.  the  DEIS  presents  a  projection  of  the  maximum- 
day  and  per  capita  maximum-day  demand  in  the  DWB  service  area 
through  the  year  2010.   It  shows  the  per  capita  maximum-day 
demand  to  range  from  614  gdc  in  1980  to  742  gdc  in  2010.   In 
contrast,  figures  obtained  from  the  DWB  itself  indicate  that  the 
per  capita  consumption  this  summer  when  lawn  watering  restrictions 
were  imposed  did  not  come  even  close  to  these  projected  figures. 
For  example,  the  highest  average  monthly  per  capita  this  summer 
was  only  275  gallons  per  day.   The  imposition  of  water  restrictions, 
therefore,  was  clearly  very  effective  in  reducing  per  capita 
maximum-day  demand .   The  citizens  of  Denver  were  extremely  cooper- 
ative in  complying  with  the  restrictions  and  there  were  no  real 


hardships  suffered.   However,  we  are  not  in  favor  of  continued 
restrictions  as  a  means  of  reducing  or  eliminating  peak  demand 
days.   We  believe  that  alternatives  to  the  costly  Foothills  Pro- 
ject exist  which  are  cheaper,  conserve  water  in  general,  as  well 
as  during  peak  demand  days,  and  would  also  provide  the  needed 
supply  for  a  reasonable  rate  of  population  growth  with  the 
existing  treatment  capacity  and  without  restrictions.   These 
include:  (1)  metering  of  unmetered  customers  who  constitute 
more  than  half  of  all  residential  users?  (2)  reform  of  water  rate 
structure  including  time-of-year  pricing;  and  (3)  recycling 
(successive  use) . 

Metering  could  save  up  to  40  per  cent  of  the  water  used 
by  flat  rate  customers  who  have  no  incentive  to  conserve  water  since 
they  pay  the  same  charge  whether  they  use  one  gallon  or  10,000 
gallons.   It  is  economic  to  conserve  water  and  to  allocate  the 
resource  as  a  scarce  commodity  among  the  users  in  such  a  way 
that  they,  the  users,  pay  their  proportionate  share  of  the  costs 
of  acquiring  and  delivering  treated  water  to  them.   Metering 
constitutes  an  equitable  means  of  assessing  charges  for  the  use 
of  this  resource.   The  per  capita  water  consumption  of  Denver 
water  users  is  at  211  gallons  per  day  and  the  figure  has  not 
gone  below  200  gallons  since  1967.   This  is  25-33%  higher  than 
per  capita  consumption  in  Aurora  and  Boulder.   Between  1961  and 
19S3,  the  City  of  Boulder  switched  from  almost  100%  flat-rate 
billing  for  single  family  residences  to  a  100%  metered  billing. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  per  capita  consumption  in  Boulder 
was  220  gallons  per  day  before  the  water  users  were  metered  in 
1962  and  dropped  to  160  gallons  per  day  after  metering.   A  very 


important  result  was  that  residential  water-use  was  not  only 
reduced  by  the  installation  of  meters,  but,  for  at  least  seven 
years,  residential  usage  remained  at  the  lower  levels.   According 
to  a  study  done  for  the  DWB  in  1972,  metering  could  save  up 
to  75,000  gallons  per  year  per  meter  installed  which  is  about  the 
same  amount  being  saved  per  residence  by  the  present  restrictions, 
but  without  the  inconvenience  and  with  meaningful  savings  to 
the  respective  individuals.   Despite  that,  the  DWB  continues 
to  resist  the  metering  of  its  flat-rate  customers.   As  recently 
as  last  week  they  have  flatly  rejected  a  federal  grant  in  the 
amount  of  $4  million  for  the  initiation  of  a  metering  program  in 
Denver. 

Even  metered  customers  at  present  do  not  have  an  incentive 
to  conserve  water,  because  of  the  present  inefficient  rate 
structure  of  the  DWB.   The  present  pricing  structure  needs  to 
be  changed  if  any  meaningful  water  conservation  is  to  be  achieved. 
A  new  rate  structure  should  include  time-of-year  pricing  or 
seasonal  differentials,  as  well  as  cost- justified  geographic 
differentials.   Time-of-year  pricing  would  reduce  peak  demands 
and  result  in  savings  in  costly  treatment  facilities.   A  new 
pricing  structure  need  not  be  a  burden  on  the  poor  or  limited 
income  families.   The  amount  of  water  necessary  for  basic  life 
needs  would  be  priced  at  a  low  rate  while  progressively  higher 
rates  would  be  charged  for  additional  blocks  of  water.   A 
similar  pricing  system  has  recently  been  instituted  in  Grand 
Junction  and  has  resulted  in  a  30%  saving  in  water  consumption. 


Recycling  is  another  feasible  alternative.   Recognizing 
the  potential  of  successive  uses,  the  DWB  investigated  the 
feasibility  of  recycling.   Data  from  this  study  show  that  the 
cost  of  treating  sewage  effluent,  even  to  potable  quality,  will 
be  competitive  with  the  cost  of  developing  new  supplies  around 
the  year  1998.   A  full-scale  plant  of  approximately  100  mgd  capacity 
will  cost  between  95  and  150  million  dollars  which  is  close  to 
the  cost  of  the  first  phase  of  Foothills.   Therefore,  it 
seems  clear  that  recycling  to  less  than  potable  quality 
is  a  very  viable  conservation  measure,  and,  in  fact,  surveys 
taken  by  the  DWB  indicate  that  the  majority  of  Denver  residents 
would  be  in  favor  of  such  a  program  as  well  as  one  of  potable 
reuse.   The  city  of  Colorado  Springs  has  successfully  instituted 
a  recycling  program  whereby  2.5  million  gallons  of  waste  water 
are  recycled  each  day  for  use  in  parks,  golf  courses,  and  some 
agricultural  activity. 

The  DWB,  solely  to  foster  its  own  expansions,  has  con- 
sistently resisted  the  enactment  of  any  effective  conservation 
measures.   Yet,  their  own  data  indicate  that  with  adequate 
conservation  measures  and  without  the  Foothills  Project,  the 
present  treatment  capacity  would  support  a  population  of  2.4 
million  which  is  more  than  double  the  present  population  served 
by  their  system.   It  is  important  to  note  that  as  the  water 
available  to  the  Denver  area  is  overcommitted  by  the  continuous 
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expansion  of  the  service  area  of  the  Denver  Water  Board ,  the 
impacts  of  future  droughts  or  shortages  will  be  very  severe  and 
the  alternatives  will  be  very  limited.   That  is  why  it  is  high 
time  to  institute  effective  conservation  measures  and  careful 
plans  for  further  expansions  of  the  service  area. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  is  funding  a  $45 
billion  program  to  finance  75%  of  municipal  sewage  plants  over 
the  next  10  years.   The  EPA  is  offering  this  aid  to  cities, 
but  only  if  they  reduce  their  water  use  by  155.   By  refusing 
to  institute  meaningful  water  conservation  measures,  the  DWB  is 
jeopardizing  the  opportunity  of  the  Denver  Metro  waste  treatment 
facilities  to  obtain  these  grants. 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  we  request  that  the  DEIS  be  withdrawn  and 
that  the  permit  application  of  the  DWB  for  construction  of  the 
Strontia  Springs  Diversion  Dam  and  Reservoir  not  be  granted. 
The  proposed  Foothills  Project  would  only  foster  continued  waste 
of  water  resources  by  thwarting  all  efforts  to  maximize  the 
utility  and  economic  benefits  of  available  supplies.   We  cannot 
imagine  a  Federal  agency  supporting  a  plan  for  continued  waste 
of  water  resources  that  is  not  responsive  to  land  use  and 
environmental  considerations,  consistent  with  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  region.   Alternatives  to  costly  and  environmentally 
damaging  water  development  projects,  for  raw  or  treated  water, 
must  be  considered  in  the  context  of  increased  efficiency  in 
use,  investment  in  residential  water  meters,  and  price  incentives. 
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September  19,  1977 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  Office 

3080  E.  Main 

Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS  for  the  proposed 
Foothills  Project.   We  have  several  major  objections  to  the  construction 
of  this  project: 

1)  No  serious  effort  is  made  to  address  the  necessity  for  water 
conservation.   Instead  of  building  an  expensive  dam  and  water  treatment 
facility  which  will  be  obsolete  in  75  years,  why  not  consider  metering 
or  recycling  water.   As  long  as  water  is  made  easily  available  by  larger 
and  larger  projects,  the  general  public  will  never  believe  a  problem 
really  exists. 

2)  Foothills  is  being  proposed  so  that  affluent  Denverites  can  water 
their  bluegrass  lawns  on  peak  demand  days  during  the  hot  summer  months. 
Denver  is  situated  in  a  semi-arid  prairie  environment.   Residents  should 
consider  landscaping  with  natural  vegetation  to  conserve  water.   Presently, 
40%  of  the  water  consumed  by  a  family  of  four  in  Denver  is  for  horticultural 
irrigation. 

3)  The  unique  recreational  area  in  Waterton  Canyon  will  be  irretrievably 
lost.   The  bighorn  sheep  herd  will  be  reduced  by  50%,  1.7  miles  of  the 
South  Platte  River  would  be  converted  to  reservoir  thus  the  loss  of  an 
excellent  trout  fishery,  and  the  Golden  Eagle  and  Peregrine  Falcon  nesting 
in  the  canyon  will  be  adversely  affected. 

The  estimated  life  of  this  $234  million  project  is  a  mere  75  years.  We 
don't  believe  there  is  justification  for  the  long-term  result  of  a  silted- in 
reservoir,  habitat  destruction,  and  loss  of  valuable  recreation  so  close  to 
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the  Denver  metro  area.   But,  worst  of  all,  we  will  have  done  nothing 
to  implement  an  educational  program  -  to  teach  people  that  water  is  not 
an  inexhailstable  resource. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  0    0038 


Memorandum 
TO: 


BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 

MID-CONTINENT  REGION 


MAILING  ADDRESS; 
Puut  CJHim  iin,  25387 


STKKET  I.OCATION: 
603  Miller  Court 
Ijikrwonfl,  Colurudo 


SEP  2  1  1377 


District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Canon  City 
District  Office,  Canon  City,  Colorado 


Assistant  Regional  Director,  Land  Use  Coordination 


Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  statement  for  the  Proposed 
Foothills  Project  (des  77-24) 


This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  review  and  comment  on  the  draft 
environmental  statement  for  the  proposed  Foothills  Project.  Our  comments 
relating  to  the  recreational  aspects  of  the  draft  environmental  statement 
are  as  follows. 

General  Comments 


In  general,  the  draft  environmental  statement  provides  a  good  description 
of  the  recreation  environment  and  the  impacts  on  recreation  associated 
with  the  project.  However,  the  distinction  between  the  short-term 
temporary  impacts  and  the  more  significant  and  serious  permanent  impacts 
is  not  readily  apparent.  For  example,  the  loss  of  18,000  visitor  days 
use  in  Waterton  Canyon  during  construction  is  not  nearly  as  significant 
as  the  permanent  loss  of  the  unique  canyon  features  and  associated  recre- 
ation opportunities.   This  needs  to  be  clarified  in  the  final  statement. 

Recreation  information  used  for  chatfield  Reservoir  throughout  the  draft 
environmental  statement  is  based  on  the  1974  Draft  Environmental  Statement, 
Chatfield  Lake,  Colorado  by  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  amount  of 
use  projected  in  this  document  is  not  currently  taking  place.  To  put 
this  in  the  proper  perspective,  data  should  be  obtained  from  the  State 
regarding  existing  developments  and  the  amount  and  type  of  current  recre- 
ation use  at  Chatfield  Reservoir. 
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District  Manager,   BLM,    Canon  city,   Colorado 


Several  alternative  water  supply  concepts,    including  construction  of  the 
Two  Forks  Dam  and  Reservoir  Project,    are  discussed  in  chapter  8.      This 
information  appears   to  be  based  on  the  recent  Bureau  of  Reclamation  study 
of  the  Upper  South  Platte  Unit.      During  the  course  of  that  study,   the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  also  investigated  several  other  alternatives,    in- 
cluding alternative  reservoir  sites  on  West  Plum  Creek  and  on  the  North 
Fork  near  Ferndale.      Since  these  alternatives  were  found  to  involve  sub- 
stantially fewer  adverse  environmental  impacts,    they  should  also  be 
analyzed  in  Chapter  8.      In  particular,    the  West  Plum  Creek  alternative 
would  both  avoid  the  destruction  of  the  unique  free-flowing  river  in 
waterton  Canyon  and  create  a  more  valuable  recreation  reservoir. 

Specific  Comments 

Page  4-4  —  Recreation 

The  first  full  paragraph  states  that  construction  of  2.5  miles  of  non- 
motorized  access   trail  around  strontia  Springs  Dam  and  Reservoir  will 
"totally  eliminate  recreation  losses."     This  statement  is  very  mis- 
leading.     Although  there  may  not  be  a  loss  in  the  total  number  of 
recreationists ,   the   type  and  quality  of  the  recreation  experience 
will  be  permanently  altered  or  lost.     For  example,    through-bicycling 
will  be  eliminated,  kayaking  will  be  eliminated,   and  the  unique  and 
impressive  natural  recreation  features  of  Waterton  Canyon  will  be 
severely  altered.      The  same  comment  applies   to  the  table  on  page  4-17. 

Page  5-25  —  Recreation 

The  table  does  not  carry  over  one  of  the  most  important  impacts  from 
page  5-16,   i.e.,    that  construction  activities  would  alter  or  permanently 
destroy  many  of  the  unique  and  impressive  natural  recreational  charac- 
teristics  in  Waterton   canyon.      Also,    Numbers   6   and   8  will  occur  only 
at  500  mgd. 

We  also  have   several   comments   of  an   editorial   nature  which  we  will 
informally  bring  to   the   attention  of   the  Foothills   ES   Team,      should  you 
have  any  questions,    do  not  hesitate  to  contact  us. 


Robert  J.   Arkins 


BLM  District  Office 
3080  E.   Main  Street 
P.O.    Box   311 
Canon  City,    Colorado 


2131    S.    Columbine  St. 
Denver,    Colorado      80210 
21   September   1977 
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STATEMENT  CONCERNING  THE  DRAFT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 
ON  THE  PROPOSED  FOOTHILLS  PROJECT  (DENVER  WATER  BOARD): 

The  subject  draft  appears  to  me  to  containmany  sets  of 
data  which  are  inconsistent  with  one  another.   Some  of  these 
data  having  to  do  with  water  availability  at  different  times, 
with  or  without  the  proposed  project  and  the  expected  need   ' 
for  water  under  average  use  conditions  (not  always  maximum 
daily  use,  as  is  the  basis  for  so  many  arguments)  either 
are  not  m  agreement,  or  are  so  ambiguus  I  cannot  understand 
them.   I  am  convinced  there  are  errors  in  the  conclusions 
drawn  from  faulty  use  of  these  data.   For  example,  when  I 
used  the  data  presented  in  Table  8-3  to  calculate  average 
daily  water  availability  without  Foothills,  it  appears  that 
wintertime  potential  excess  treated  water  could  be  stored 
to  take  care  of  the  few  days  during  the  summer  when  treat- 
ment capabilities  would  be  inadequate.   Reservoirs  for  stor- 
ing treated  water  could  be  constructed  as  subterrean  vaults 
on  top  of  which  reacreational  areas  could  be  placed.   This 
would  provide  more  open  space  for  a  larger  population  and 
eliminate  the  need  to  damage  the  environment  in  any  way. 

Another  alternative  which  I  do  not  find,  and  not 
suggested  on  page  29a  either,  is  the  possible  use  of  the 
present  Aurora  intake  and  tunnel,  perhaps  with  expansion  of 
it.   I  do  not  know  to  what  extent  the  Aurora  water  system 
approaches  the  capacity  of  its  present  flow  system,  but  this 
certainly  offers  a  possibility  of  getting  water  to  the  pro- 
posed Foothills  Treatment  Plant  with  no  further  damage  to 
the  South  Platte  environment. 


As  an  ecologist,  and  somewhat  of  a  horticulturist   I 
am  more  at  home  in  making  the  following  observations  which 
I  consider  are  inadequacies  (or 
ed  in  the  Draft 
1 


errors  in  judgement)  present- 


ly assumption  that  it  will  take  more  water  per  capita 
with  a  larger  population  is  wrong.   A  greater  propor- 
tion of  people  win  live  in  congregate  housing,  with 
proportionately  less  irrigated  green  area  per  capita. 

Contrary  to  what  some  "horticultural  experts"  say,  it 
should  be  possible,  through  education  and  enforcement 
If  necessary,  to  get  larger  areas  of  lawn  covered  with' 
vegetation  which  requires  only  natural  precipi tation 
or  at  most  only  infrequent  irrigation.   Mr.  Gundell's 
largely  irrelevant  remarks  which  had  little  to  do  with 
the  Draft  (Wednesday,  September  14)  suggesting  such 
ridiculous  covers  as  cactus  should  be  discounted.   We 
have  plenty  of  drought  resistant  ground  covers  which 
have  been  acceptable  substitues  for  bluegrass 


3.    As  was  demonstrated  so  effectively  this  past  summer  (1977) 
and  during  the  water  restrictions  of  the  1950' s,  we  can 
adapt  to  water  restrictions  when  necessary. 
Certainly ro~one  would  suggest  our  restrictions  at 
this  time  are  necessitated  by  availability  of  treated 
water.   It  is  the  shortage  of  raw  water  in  our 
reservoirs  which  makes  reduced  use  necessary.   Even 
if  this  tells  what  it  would  be > lite  in  the  year  2001, 
the  prospects  are  not  frightening. 

And  in  the  meantime,  if  my  suggestion  of  providing 
adequate  storage  of  treated  water  for  later  use  (not 
just  for  "5  days"  as  indicated  in  the  footnote 
to  Table  8-2,  page  8-9)  were  implemented  at  a 
fraction  of  the  cost  of  the  Foothills  Project,  we 
would  need  to  have  restrictions  only  during  periods 
of  prolonged  drought,  as  we  are  in  at  this  time. 
Incidentally,  we  should  be  at  the  worst  of  another 
drought  cycle  within  3  years,  plus  or  minus,  of  1997. 
(And  I  went  on  record  of  predicting  this  drought  we 
are  presently  in  five  years  ago.) 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  Draft  does  not  at  this 
time  present  an  adequate  argument  for  (1)  Expenditure 
of  $234  million  (p. 1-21);  (2)  Destruction  of  the  unique 
environment  along  the  South  Platte;   (3)  Almost  certain 
request  for  the  Two-Forks  dam  at  a  later  date  to  back 
up  the  low  altitude  storage  for  the  Strontia  reservoir; 
(4)  Further  damage  to  private  land  along  the  North  Fork 
of  the  South  Platte  River  above  Two  Forks  area. (My 
friends  at  Bailey  are  already  complaining  about  the 
stream  cutting  since  the  Roberts  Tunnel  has  added  flow 
to  the  stream. ) 

~~7sL4,t  1-J.-3    U-   ivC"-"^"1"''- "~ 
Moras  L.  Shubert,  Ecologlst 
(Professor  Emeritus, 
University  of  Denver) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,   AND  WETFARE 
OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON    DC.     202D1 


SEP  2  1  W7 


Chief,  Planning  Coordination  Staff 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  700 

Colorado  State  Bank  Building 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado 

Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project,  Denver, 
Colorado.   The  proposed  action  is  an  illustration  of  the  dilemma 
facing  a  large  portion  of  the  populated  areas  of  the  country,  i.e. 
the  need  for  identifying  new  sources  of  safe  water  for  municipal 
use  and  minimizing  any  preemption  of  such  water  from  use  by  other 
communities.  This  document  does  an  excellent  job  in  exploring 
alternatives  as  well  as  outlining  mitigating  actions. 

We  would,  however,  suggest  that  the  following  comments  be 
addressed  in  the  final  EIS. 

1.  The  relevance  of  the  subject  plan  in  the  context  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  Colorado  River  Quality  Improvement 
Plan,  dated  May  1977. 

2.  The  efficacy  of  the  water  treatment  process  for  producing 
potable  water  devoid  of  adverse  health  effects.  This  may  be 
extremely  important  if  new  energy  sources  such  as  coal  gasification, 
oil  shale  mining,  etc.,  are  pursued  in  or  near  the  watershed  with 
their  potential  as  sources  for  direct  and  indirect  pollution. 

3.  The  use  of  tertiary  treated  waste  water  for  Irrigation 
purposes  should  be  approached  with  caution  In  view  of  the 
potential  entrance  of  chemicals  into  the  food  chain  via  plant 
uptake.   It  is  noted  that  the  DEIS  cautions  against  the  recycling 
of  such  water  as  a  source  of  potable  water  pending  completion  of 
research. 


MORAS    I 
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4.      The  possibility  of  wetlands   and  mud  banks   resulting  from 
water  diversion.     Vector  control  surveillance  should  be  maintained 
In  these  areas. 
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Comments  on: 


In  summary,  each  project  affecting  the  quality  of  the  Colorado 
River  should  be  planned  in  context  of  a  master  plan  for  the  use 
of  the  River.  Appropriate  consideration  of  the  potential  for 
contamination  by  exotic  chemicals  attributable  to  new  developing 
processes  and  provision  for  their  removal  should  be  considered. 

Sincerely, 


&*~ 


Charles  Custard 

Director 

Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 


Draft  Environmental  Statement 

Proposed  Foothills  Project 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

by 

John  R.  Bermingham 

601  Franklin  Street 

Denver,  Colorado   80218 

September  26,  1977 


In  the  pages  which  follow,  the  following  points  are 
discussed  at  length  concerning  the  proposal  of  the  Denver 
Water  Department  (DWD)  for  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
Foothills  Treatment  Plant. 


Peak  day  and  average  day  projections 
supplied  by  DWD  to  BLM  are  grossly 
misleading,  a  new  Draft  EIS  must  be 
prepared,  and  the  DWD  must  take  full 
responsibility  for  delays  needed  to 
correct  errors  caused  by  BLM  and  public 
reliance  on  DWD  figures. 

The  Draft  EIS  gives  so  distorted  a 
picture  of  the  facts  relating  to  DWD 
water  resources,  facility  capabilities, 
and  potential  shortages  that  a  new 
draft  must  be  circulated  and  another 
public  hearing  held  before  the  EIS  may 
be  legally  finalized. 

The  next  EIS  must  explicitly  correct 
the  many  misleading  statements  which 
have  been  issued  by  DWD  representa- 
tives . 

The  1977  experience  should  be  described 
in  detail  as  illustrative  of  the  life- 
style which  can  exist  for  another  25 
years  in  the  DWD  service  area  without 
increased  treatment  facilities  or  in- 
creased supplies. 
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5.  The  Draft  EIS  is  seriously  defec- 
tive in  its  failure  to  examine 
numerous  alternatives. 

6.  The  scope  of  the  EIS  mus^t  be  ex- 
panded to  include  a  fill"  analysis 

of  the  proposed  Two  Forks  and  Eagle- 
Piney  projects  if  the  DWD  claims  the 
Foothills  plant  will  become  useful 
through  development  of  new  raw  water 
supplies . 

7 .  Numerous  environmental  impacts  which 
will  result  from  the  construction  of 
Foothills  have  not  been  properly  de- 
scribed. 

8.  Cost  benefit  analyses  are  needed  for 
both  the  project  and  also  for  the 
various  alternatives. 


CONCLUSION 
The  1977  Draft  EIS  for  the  Foothills  Project  is  so 
deficient  in  its  portrayal  of  the  facts,  is  so  distorted  in 
its  projections  for  the  future,  is  so  deficient  in  its 
description  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project  and 
its  next  phase  (the  Two  Forks  dam)  and  their  alternatives, 
and  is  so  deficient  in  its  failure  to  include  necessary  cost 
benefit  analyses,  and  the  public  has  been  so  misled  both  by 
DWD  distortions  and  EIS  errors,  that  a  new  draft  must  be 
prepared  and  a  new  public  hearing  held  before  the  Foothills 
EIS  may  legally  be  finalized. 


^Wxa^u^M.*- 


1.  Peak  day  and  average  day  projections 
supplied  by  DWD  to  BLM  are  grossly  mis- 
leading, a  new  Draft  EIS  must  be  pre- 
pared, and  the  DWD  must  take  full  re- 
sponsibility for  delays  needed  to  correct 
errors  caused  by  BLM  and  public  reliance 
on  DWD  figures . 


The  heart  of  any  discussion  of  the  need  for  a  project 
such  as  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  is  the  set  of  projections 
used  to  portray  peak  and  average  day  demands  for  treated  water 
at  various  future  population  levels.   In  the  draft  EIS  such 
projections  appear  in  Tables  1-4,  2-30,  and  3-2.   According  to 
the  BLM,  the  source  of  the  figures  used  in  these  tables  and  then 
referred  to  again  and  again  throughout  the  Draft  EIS  was  the 
table  of  figures  enclosed  with  a  letter  dated  January  24,  1977, 
from  William  A.  Tolle  of  the  DWD  to  David  Talliaferro  of  the  BLM, 
(Attachment  #1.)   Suspicion  that  the  EIS  figures  were  false  was 
first  raised  by  the  extraordinary  step-up  between  actual  average 
per  capita  per  day  consumption  of  208  gallons  indicated  for  1975 
in  Tables  2-30  and  3-2  and  the  projected  figures  for  1980  through 
2010  of  226,  228,  229,  231,  and  233  shown  in  Table  1-4.   Use  data 
going  back  for  the  years  1918  through  1966  was  obtained  from  the 
DWD  (Attachment  #2,)  and  data  for  the  years  since  1966  was  obtained 
from  the  DWD  Annual  Report  for  1976,  page  33.   Based  on  this  data, 
graphs  were  prepared  to  show  per  capita  consumption  from  1918 
forward  to  the  present  and  projections  from  the  present  to  the 
year  2010,  (Attachments  #3  and  #4.)   On  each  of  these  graphs  the 
thin  line  shows  actual  experience;  the  heavy  black  line  is  a 
running  average  of  the  actual  experience  figures  excluding  the 


years  1933,  1934,  1935,  1954,  1955,  1956,  and  1977  when  re- 
restrictions  were  imposed;  and  the  heavy  dashed  line  is  the 
projection  using  DWD's  January  24,  1977  figures. 

It  is  immediately  appartent  from  examination  of 
these  graphs  that  the  figures  supplied  in  the  DWD's  January  24, 
1977,  letter  are  projections  of  the  peak  demands  which  have  a 
probability  of  occurrence  only  occasionally  and  infrequently. 
These  DWD  projections  are  used  throughout  the  EIS  to  portray  the 
rule,  whereas  actual  experience  indicates  these  projections 
are  valid  only  for  the  exception. 

To  the  extent  the  EIS  uses  tables  and  makes  comments 
based  on  the  DWD  projections,  the  EIS  should  carefully  point  out 
that  the  figures  are  for  the  exceptional  "worst"  case  that  might 
happen.   It  is  the  more  likely  situation  which  should  be  projected, 
however,  and  which  should  then  receive  the  emphasis  in  the  tables 
and  the  text.   (It  would  be  quite  appropriate  to  include  two 
scenarios  -  one  for  normal  years  and  one  for  the  exceptional  years.) 

The  text  should  also  clearly  point  out  that  watering 
restrictions  have  been  imposed  in  Denver  not  only  In  1977  but  that 
they  were  imposed  during  three  succesive  years  in  the  1930  's  and 
during  three  successive  years  in  the  1950*8.   Yard  water  restrictions 
are  part  and  parcel  of  Denver's  life-style  response  to  the  droughts 
which  increasingly  are  being  correlated  to  the  22-year  cycles  in 
sunspot  activity. 

As  a  direct  consequence  of  the  misleading  projections 
supplied  by  the  DWD  and  the  treatment  of  these  projections  in  the 
EIS  as  though  they  projected  the  normal,  page  one  headlines  in  the 


July  17,  1977  Denver  Post  blared,  "Life-Styles  at  Stake,"  and 
the  ensuing  article  then  described  the  EIS  as  stating  that,  "There 
will  be  40  days  of  water  shortage  annually  by  1990  if  the  added 
water  treatment  facilities  aren't  constructed."   Through  state- 
ments such  as  these  Colorado's  Congressional  delegation,  govern- 
ment officials  ranging  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
county  commissioners,  business  leaders,  and  the  public  of  the 
entire  metropolitan  area  have  been  misled. 

The   distortions  created  by  the  use  of  exceptional 
year  demand  figures  as  though  they  were  normal  year  demand  figures 
are  so  great  and  the  misunderstandings  have  spread  so  far  and 
wide  that  the  BLM  must  issue  still  another  draft  EIS  and  hold 
still  another  public  hearing  before  finalizing  the  Foothills  EIS. 
The  DWD  knew  precisely  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  supplying 
the  figures  which  it  transmitted  to  the  BLM  on  January  24,  1977, 
it  knew  precisely  how  important  the  figures  would  loom  in  the 
forthcoming  EIS,  and  the  DWD  was  either  wilfully  deceptive  or 
grossly  negligent  in  not  informing  the  BLM  in  its  cover  letter 
that  the  figures  represented  the  worst  rather  than  the  probable 
case.   The  DWD  must  take  full  responsibility  for  delays  needed 
to  correct  errors  caused  by  the  reliance  of  the  public  and  the 
BLM  on  the  DWD's  own  figures. 

2.  The  Draft  EIS  gives  so  distorted  a  picture 
of  the  facts  relating  to  DWD  water  resources, 
facility  capabilities,  and  potential  shortages 
that  a  new  draft  must  be  circulated  and  another 
public  hearing  held  before  the  EIS  may  be 
legally  finalized. 

Even  disregarding  the  distortions  caused  by  the  treat- 
ment given  the  DWD  projections  as  the  norm  rather  than  the  exception, 


Page  6 
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the  portrayal  of  the  factual  setting  for  the  Foothills  proposal 
is  grossly  misleading.   The  true  picture  can  only  be  discovered 
by  reading  here  and  there  and  between  the  lines.   The  truth  is 
that  unless  and  until  new  raw  water  supplies  are  developed,  the 
only  usefulness  of  the  Foothills  plant  would  be  to  enable  DWD 
customers  to  splurge  and  water  without  restraint  on  hot  summer 
days  between  the  completion  of  the  plant's  construction,  (estimated 
to  be  in  1931,)  and  the  time  when  restrictions  must  be  imposed  in 
any  event  due  to  raw  water  limitations,  (which  the  EIS  estimates 
will  occur  in  1990.)   Numerous  changes  are  required  in  tables, 
charts  and  commentaries  throughout  the  entire  EIS  in  order  that 
this  central,  most  important  fact  will  be  clear  to  the  casual 
reader.  (It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  raw  water  limitation  is  based 
upon  the  DWD's  estimate  that  the  "reliable"  supply  of  raw  water 
in  any  year  is  312,300  acre-feet  and  that  this  figure,  as  with 
the  projections  of  demand,  may  also  be  an  exception  rather  than 
the  rule . ) 

Changes  which  must  be  made  in  the  EIS  in  any  event 
include  the  following: 

(a)  Tables  2-30  and  3-2  are  grossly  misleading  and 
should  be  dropped  because  they  comingle  shortages  to  be  expected 
as  a  result  of  raw  water  supply  limitations  with  shortages  to  be 
expected  as  a  result  of  treatment  capacity  limitations.   The 
present  form  of  these  tables  misleads  the  casual  reader  into  a 
belief  that  all  of  the  shortages  shown  would  be  cured  by  the 
Foothills  project,  whereas  in  fact  it  is  only  the  shortages 
prior  to  1990  which  can  be  aleviated  by  the  project.   No  table 
should  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS  which  does  not  clearly, 


explicitly  and  prominently  distinguish  between  shortages  due  to 
the  absence  of  new  treatment  facilities  and  shortages  which  must 
occur  in  any  event  if  no  new  raw  water  supplies  are  developed. 

(b)  In  this  connection,  the  plant  is  projected  as 
having  a  useful  life  of  75  years,  yet  a  comparison  of  projections 
in  columns  7  and  9  in  Table  2-30  with  the  corresponding  figures  in 
Table  3-2  shows  that  because  of  the  raw  water  supply  limitation 
there  will  be  no  difference  whatsoever  in  the  availability  of 
treated  water  after  1990  whether  Foothills  is  or  is  not  built. 

A  table  making  this  type  of  comparison  appeared  in  the  1976  Draft 
EIS  (Table  III-2,  page  III-7.)   Attachment  #5  is  a  table  prepared 
to  illustrate  this  important  point.   Such  a  table  should  appear 
early  and  prominently  in  the  next  EIS  in  order  to  show  how  truly 
limited  the  usefulness  of  the  Foothills  project  will  be. 

(c)  The  differences  in  per  capita  consumption  shown  in 
Tables  2-30  and  3-2  after  1990  can  be  traced  to  differences  shown 
in  these  two  tables  in  the  quantity  of  raw  water  sold  by  the  DWD 

to  other  distributors,  (column  6  in  both  tables,)  but  there  appears 
to  be  no  logical  basis  for  such  differences;  the  differences  should 
be  eliminated  from  the  next  statement. 

(d)  The  differences  in  per  capita  consumption  shown  in 
Tables  2-30  and  3-2  prior  to  1990  are  attributable  entirely  to 
differences  in  peak-day  useage  on  hot  summer  days  with  Foothills  and 
without  Foothills.   If  Foothills  is  built,  DWD  customers  will  be  able 
to  demand  and  receive  all  the  water  they  want,  whereas  if  it  is  not 
built  certain  restrictions  will  have  to  be  imposed  on  some  summer 
days.   The  total  volume  of  water  involved  in  these  differences 

will  never  be  as  much  as  2%.   In  short,  the  effect  of  building 
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Foothills  on  the  amount  of  water  used  will  be  negligible. 
The  Foothills  plant  would  not  increase  the  ability  of  the 
DWD  system  to  permit  more  taps  for  the  Homebuilding  industry 
and  the  next  EIS  should  make  this  point  crystal  clear. 

(e)  Unless  and  until  new  raw  water  supplies  are 
developed  the  usefulness  of  the  Foothills  plant  is  limited 
to  the  alleviation  of  peak  day  shortages  prior  to  the  time 
restrictions  must  be  imposed  generally  as  a  consequence  of 
supply  limitations,  which  the  EIS  estimates  will  occur  in  1990. 
Despite  the  fact  that  this  is  the  only  usefulness  of  the  project, 
the  analysis  of  peak  day  shortages  without  the  project  is  almost 
non-existent.   Table  1-5  projects  these  shortages.   The  table 
must  be  revised  in  any  event  because  of  the  erroneous  figures 
described  in  part  1  of  this  statement,  but  the  manner  in  which 
the  number  of  shortage  days  are  calculated  as  well  as  the  extent 
of  the  shortages  should  be  fully  described.   In  this  connection, 
reliance  on  DWD  projections  is  not  recommended.   Attachment  #6 
indicates  how  totally  unreliable  the  DWD's  peak  day  projections 
were  as  recently  as  1973. 

(f)  The  mottled  area  on  the  graph  of  average  day  per 
capita  consumption,  (Attachment  #3,)  deserves  a  word  of  explana- 
tion.  This  is  a  graphic  presentation  of  the  statement  that  raw 
water  supply  limitations  will  require  the  imposition  of  use 
restrictions  around  the  year  1990  if  population  and  consumption 
projections  increase  as  expected  according  to  the  EIS.   The 
boundary  line  of  the  mottled  area  is  a  portion  of  an  enormous 
mathematical  curve  which  can  readily  be  visualized:  with  a 
relatively  small  population  in  the  first  half  of  this  century 


the  312,300  acre-feet  of  raw  water  that  currently  is  reliably 
available  could  be  divided  among  the  DWD  customers  with  enough 
available  for  each  one  to  constitute  an  almost  infinite  supply 
per  person,  but  as  population  grows  without  any  increase  in  the 
supply  the  amount  available  per  person  constantly  diminishes. 
It  is  suggested  that  some  such  graphic  presentation  of  the  raw 
water  supply  problem  be  included  in  the  next  EIS.   Homebuilders 
will  then  find  it  easier  to  understand  why  tap  restrictions 
are  being  kept  in  force  by  the  DWD  even  though  watering  restrictions 
are  being  terminated  September  30,  1977.   This  is  simply  one  more 
method  of  stating  that  Foothills  will  have  no  significant  impact 
on  the  availablity  of  water  to  support  new  homes  and  growth. 
Foothills  is  a  giant  water  washing  machine  -  it  creates  no  new 
water . 

3.  The  next  EIS  must  explicitly  correct 
the  many  misleading  statements  which 
have  been  issued  by  DWD  representatives. 

The  distortions  and  misleading  statements  circulated 

by  representatives  of  the  DWD  are  a  disgrace  and  it  is  unfortunate 

that  it  is  necessary  to  make  reference  to  them  at  all.   Nevertheless, 

so  many  persons  in  and  out  of  government  have  been  "taken  in" 

that  the  next  EIS  should  clearly  and  explicitly  correct  the  worst 

of  them.   Statements  made  by  Mr.  Brannan,  President  of  the  Board 

of  Water  Commissioners,  at  public  meetings,  on  television,  and 

as  quoted  on  the  front  page  of  The  Denver  Post  on  September  15, 

1977: 

"We  currently  have  an  available  yield  of 
65,000  acre  feet  of  water  which  can't  be 
used  because  of  lack  of  treatment  capacity." 

should  be  quoted  and  then  disclaimed  for  what  they  are  -  absolute 
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falsehoods.   The  proof  can  be  found  by  merely  comparing  such 
statements  with  DWD  figures  that  without  the  1977  restrictions 

j     demand  would  have  exceeded  system  capacity  on  eight  to  twelve 
days  this  past  summer.   Assuming  ten  to  be  a  correct  figure, 
then  only  if  each  of  DWD's  approximately  930,000  present  customers 

■  had  demanded  well  over  2500  gallons  of  water  apiece  on  those 

days  could  Mr.  Brannan's  statement  be  true.  His  statement  is 
obviously  nonsense  to  anyone  who  knows  the  facts,  yet  Senator 
Haskell  was  misled  into  repeating  such  folly  on  television  in 
early  August  of  this  year. 

Similarly,  statements  have  been  issued  by  the  DWD 

'     in  press  releases  and  in  Water  News  that  this  summer's  watering 
restrictions  were  necessitated  by  lack  of  treatment  capacity. 

-     Countless  members  of  the  public  have  been  misled  into  believing 

this  falsehood  and  passing  it  along  to  others  without  ever  stopping 
to  think  how  absurd  it  is  to  impose  restrictions  for  over  120  days 
lest  treatment  capacity  limitations  force  restrictions  to  be 

•  imposed  on  twelve  days.   The  Final  EIS  should  throughly  discredit 

such  statements. 


4.  The  1977  experience  should  be  described 
in  detail  as  illustrative  of  the  life- 
style which  can  exist  for  another  25  years 
in  the  DWD  service  area  without  increased 

treatment  facilities  or  increased  supplies, 


The  1977  experience  should  be  described  in  the  next  EIS 
in  detail  and  compared  with  experiences  to  be  expected  under  the 
shortages  that  are  forseeable  in  years  to  come,  regardless  of 
whether  the  shortages  are  caused  by  lack  of  treatment  capacity  or 
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restrictions  necessitated  by  lack  of  adequate  raw  water  supplies. 
For  example,  if  Denver  growth  occurs  as  projected  and  no  new  raw 
water  supplies  are  developed,  the  per  capita  average  daily 
consumption  will  have  to  be  held  down  by  restrictions  imposed 
beginning  in  1990  and  the  per  capita  consumption  that  will  be 
permissible  is  shown  in  the  final  columns  of  Tables  2-30  and  3-2. 
It  is  interesting  to  note,  however,  that  the  consumption  which 
would  be  permissible  after  twenty-five  years  of  population  growth 
but  with  no  increase  in  reliable  supplies  would  be  approximately 
the  same  as  the  1977  experience  -  approximately  164  gallons  per 
capita  per  average  day  according  to  best  estimates.  (This  fact 
is  shown  graphically  on  Attachment  #3.)   Since  this  is  true,  the 
severe  restrictions  and  dire  consequences  referred  to  at  pages 
2-93  and  8-6  of  the  EIS,  suggesting  limitations  to  winter  use  rate 
loss  of  fire  fighting  capabilities,  and  contamination  problems, 
should  be  eliminated  completely  or  qualified  as  being  applicable 
to  shortages  which  are  not  forseeable  for  far  more  than  twenty- 
five  years . 

5.  The  Draft  EIS  is  seriously  defective 
in  its  failure  to  examine  numerous 
alternatives . 

The  foregoing  discussion  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the 

supply  problem  will  force  restrictions  in  1990  whether  Foothills 

is  built  or  not  and,  also,  that  without  resolution  of  this  basic 

supply  problem  the  only  utility  of  the  Foothills  plant  will  be 

the  increased  capacity  of  the  DWD  system  to  meet  maximum  demands 

for  treated  water  on  hot  summer  days.   This  being  the  case,  the 

major  questions  which  should  be  addressed  by  the  EIS  are:   What 
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t    are  the  best  estimates  of  the  number  and  severity  of  peak  day 

shortages?  (see  Part  2(e)  for  an  earlier  discussion  of  this 
i    problem,)   What  alternative  techniques  are  available  to  reduce 
peak  day  demand  or  increase  peak  day  supplies?   What  are  the 
dollar  costs  of  these  various  techniques,  either  separately  or 
in  combination?   What  are  the  environmental  costs  of  these 
techniques,  separately  or  in  combination?   What  are  the  social 
j    costs  and  benefits?   Each  alternative  should  be  discussed  by  the 
EIS  in  comparable  detail. 

(A)  Increasing  the  supply  of  treated  water  can  be  accomplished 
in  a  number  of  different  ways.   Inreasing  the  DWD  system's 
capability  to  treat  water  by  construction  of  the  Foothills  plant  is 
the  method  proposed  by  the  DWD.  Alternative  methods  of  increasing 
the  supply  include: 

(1)  The  Foothills  plant  could  be  built  at  the  currently 
proposed  site  to  a  125  mgd.  capacity,  but  without  construction  of 
the  Strontia  Springs  dam.   This  alternative  was  described  in  some 
detail  at  the  public  hearing  by  Mr.  Ben  Harding.   The  next  EIS 
should  analyse  this  proposal.   It  is  to  be  noted  in  passing  that 

j    both  the  Kassler  and  Marston  treatment  plants  currently  operate 
without  a  dam  across  the  South  Platte  River. 

(2)  The  "low  dam"  alternative  is  referred  to  briefly 
but  not  sufficiently  in  the  EIS.   It  is  to  be  noted  that  this 
writer's  comments  on  the  1976  Draft  EIS  included  a  specific 
request  that  the  cost  of  this  alternative  be  outlined  and  compared 
with  the  DWD's  proposal,  but  this  has  not  yet  been  done. 

>  (3)  Enlargement  of  existing  facilities  should  not  be 

dismissed  lightly  even  if  the  capabilities  for  enlargment  are  not 
great.   The  maximum  extent  to  which  existing  treatment  plants  can 


be  enlarged  should  be  specified  and  appropriately  supported. 

(4)  Enlargement  of  treated  water  storage  facilities 
is  yet  another  method  of  meeting  surge's  in  peak  day  demand.   The 
surges  are  of  limited  duration  and  excesses  over  treatment  plant 
capabilities  can  be  met  out  of  treated  water  storage  to  the 
extent  storage  is  available  for  such  purpose.    Storage  facilities 
have  been  increased  progressively  over  the  years  and'  must  be 
expected  to  increase  in  the  future  as  population  grows.   The 
current  capacity  is  306  million  gallons.   Comparison  should  be 
made  with  other  large  city  water  systems  to  make  an  estimate  of 
the  storage  capacity  needed  to  meet  emergencies  and  an  estimate 
should  then  be  made  of  the  amount  of  treated  water  storage  that 
is  available  to  meet  peak  day  demands  in  excess  of  the  DWD's 
present  520  mgd.  capacity.   It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  1976  EIS 
contemplated  that  a  portion  of  the  then  current  capacity  would 
be  available  for  this  purpose.   It  has  been  reported  that  a  study 
by  a  Dr.  Gordon  Milliken  at  the  Denver  Research  Institute  shows 
that  meeting  peak  day  demands  by  developing  treated  water  storage 
facilities  is  less  expensive  than  by  enlarging  treatment  capabilities 
and  it  is  recommended  that  this  report  be  explored. 

(B)  Reduction  in  demand  is  as  efficient  a  method  of  meeting 
this  peak  day  problem  as  is  increasing  the  supply.   Several  methods 
of  reducing  demand  are  available  and  should  be  explored  in  the  next 
EIS  in  much  greater  depth  than  was  done  in  the  current  draft: 

(1)  The  DWD  Annual  Report  for  1976  shows  that  roughly 
89,000  residential  taps  are  provided  water  on  a  flat  rate  basis 
without  meters.  By  analysing  the  data  contained  in  this  Annual 
Report  along  with  the  data  contained  in  Tables  2-3  and  2-4  in 
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the  EIS  (pages  2-6  and  2-7)  it  is  a  relatively  simple  matter 
to  estimate  the  quantity  of  water  used  per  capita  by  flat  rate 
customers  during  hot  summer  months  and  to  conclude  that  metering 
would  result  in  an  immediate  reduction  in  the  peak  day  demands 
of  anywhere  from  20  to  30  million  gallons.   A  more  sophisticated 
analysis  obviously  is  in  order,  but  the  implications  are  profound. 
Furthermore,  if  meters  are  installed  throughout  the  entirety  of 
the  DWD  service  area,  the  DWD  would  then  be  able  to  iEipose  rates 
which  increase  with  quantity,  thereby  lessening  demand  even  further. 
The  fact  that  customers  are  price  conscious  and  will  make  efforts  to 
save  water  can  be  deduced  from  the  obviously  large  sums  currently 
being  spent  on  TV  advertisements  for  devices  which  lessen  the 
quantity  of  water  used  in  taking  showers.   Other  conservation  devices 
undoubtedly  can  be  marketed  and  would  be  marketed  if  the  entire 
Denver  area  paid  water  rates  based  on  use. 

(2)  Imposition  of  peak  day  watering  restrictions  is 
another  obvious  method  of  reducting  peak  day  demand.   If  Denver 
are  residents  become  informed  that  millions  upon  millions  of 
dollars  and  untold  environmental  destruction  can  be  spared  simply 
by  accepting  up  to  ten  or  fifteen  days  of  watering  restrictions 
each  summer,  it  is  probable  that  the  residents  would  opt  for  the 
restrictions  and  take  them  in  stride,  but  the  DWD  gives  them 

no  choice.  The  attitude  of  the  DWD  is  that  Denver's  residents 
shall  be  provided  with  the  ability  to  waste  all  the  water  they 
choose  to  waste,  whether  they  want  this  ability  or  not. 

(3)  The  growth  of  the  conservation  ethic  is  bound  to 

have  a  favorable  impact  on  peak  day  demands  for  water.   The  experience 
during  the  summer  of  1977  in  the  City  of  Englewood,  directly  in  the 
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heart  of  the  DWD  service  area,  has  been  most  Instructive. 
Englewood  imposed  no  watering  restrictions  this  past  summer 
yet  the  simple  awareness  of  water  problems  elsewhere  brought 
about  a  significant  reduction  in  daily  usage  compared  to  1976. 
Education  on  how  to  water  lawns  wisely  on  hot  summer  days 
will  also  reduce  demand,  as  will  changing  attitudes  about  the 
necessity  for  having  Kentucky  blue  grass  planted  across  large 
expanses  of  suburban  school  yardsand  along  highways.   Contrary 
to  the  opinion  expressed  by  Mr.  Flynn  concerning  the  correctness 
of  community  attitudes  toward  conservation  which  are  stated  in 
the  current  EIS,  it  is  submitted  that  community  attitudes  will 
grow  increasingly  disposed  towards  those  early  American  virtues 
of  prudence,  thrift  and  restraint. 

(4)  Building  codes  can  be  updated  to  eliminate-wasteful 
plumbing  devices.   Urinals  and  toilets  are  notorious  for  their 
wasteful  use  of  water.  Significant  savings  can  be  expected  if 
local  governments  adopt  appropriate  revisions  to  their  plumbing 
codes.   Still  further  reductions  in  peak  day  demands  would  be 

a  direct  consequence. 

(5)  The  probable  long  term  transition  toward  fewer 
single  family  homes  and  more  multiple  dwelling  will  also  tend  to 
reduce  or  at  least  suppress  further  grown  in  per  capita  peaks. 
Attachment  #7  is  an  article  by  a  foremost  housing  authority 
forecasting  just  such  a  trend. 
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6.  The  scope  of  the  EIS  must  be  expanded 

to  include  a  full  analysis  of  the  proposed 
Two  Forks  and  Eagle-Piney  projects  if  the 
DWD  claims  the  Foothills  plant  will  become 
useful  through  development  of  new  raw 
water  supplies. 

In  Trout  Unlimited  et  al .  v.  Morton  et  al . ,  509  F.2d  1276, 
(9  cir.  1974)   the  court  restated  a  well  established  principal  that 
an  EIS  must  extend  beyond  a  currently  proposed  project  when  the 
currently  proposed  project  is  dependent  upon  a  subsequent  project 
for  its  utility.   It  then  elaborated  on  the  meaning  of  this  de- 
pendency by  stating; 

"The  dependency  is  such  that  it  would  be  irrational, 
or  at  least  unwise,  to  undertake  the  first  phase 
if  subsequent  phases  were  not  also  undertaken." 
(Page  1285.) 

When  dollar  costs  are  compared  with  the  benefits  to  be  achieved 

by  construction  of  Foothills  but  without  enlargement  of  the  raw 

water  supplies,  it  becomes  obvious  that  construction  of  Foothills 

would  be  both  irrational  and  unwise.   Spending  $135,000,000  to 

assure  DWD  customers  that  they  will  suffer  no  inconveniences  on 

hot  summer  days  between  1981  when  construction  can  be  completed 

and  1990  when  restrictions  will  have  to  be  imposed  due  to  the 

limitations  of  raw  water  supplies  simply  makes  no  sense.   If  the 

DWD  wants  to  assert  Foothills  has  utility  beyond  1990,  then  the  BLM 

must  prepare  a  full  EIS  on  whatever  portion  of  the  Two-Forks  and 

Eagle-Piney  projects  are  essential  in  order  that  Foothills  will 

be  actually  useful  rather  than  irrational  and  unwise. 

The  directive  of  Mr.  Jack  Horton  which  appears  at  page 

8-30  of  the  EIS, as  corrected  by  the  Addendum  supplied  with  the 

notice  of  the  September  14,  1977  hearing,  is  incorrect  in  its 
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statement  that  "specific  supply  sources  or  systems  have  not  been 
proposed  at  this  time."   The  DWD  has  consistently  stated  and 
repeated  that  it  plans  to  proceed  with  construction  of  the  Two 
Forks  dam  and  reservoir  after  construction  of  Foothills  is 
completed.   Attachment  #8  speaks  for  itself.   It  is  a  portion 
of  a  transcript  of  testimony  presented  by  the  DWD  in  Water  Court 
proceedings  concerning  DWD's  water  rights.   Thiase  are  the  same 
rights  as  are  referred  to  on  pages  1-60  and  1-61  of  the  EIS. 
There  is  no  question  but  that  the  DWD  has  one  and  only  one 
proposal  for  obtaining  water  supplies  for  the  Foothills  facility 
and  that  proposal  is  construction  of  the  Two  Forks  dam.   The  sworn 
testimony  shows  that  it  has  been  planned  since  1918  and  as  recently 
as  July  4,  1977,  at  a  conference  on  water  sponsored  near  Colorado 
Springs  by  the  Wright-Ingraham  Institute,  Mr.  Brannan,  President 
of  the  Board  of  Water  Commissioners,  publicly  restated  the  DWD's 
intention  to  proceed  with  the  Two  Forks  dam  and  reservoir.   The 
alternatives  to  Two  Forks  outlined  in  Concepts  B  and  C  in  part  8 
of  the  EIS  are  not  considered  feasible  alternatives  by  the  DWD. 
The  fact  is,  Foothills  has  been  designed  to  serve  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  Two  Forks  project,  Foothills  has  no  independent 
utility  unless  Two  Forks  is  built,  and  Two  Forks  and  Foothills 
are  totally  dependent  upon  one  another  for  their  utility.   No  other 
source  of  raw  water  supply  for  the  Foothills  project  is  rational. 
Therefore,  any  assertion  that  Foothills  will  become  a  useful 
project  after  1990  immediately  places  the  BLM  in  the  position  of 
having  to  prepare  a  full  EIS  on  Two  Forks  and  the  related  Eagle- 
Piney  project . 


7.  Mumerous  environmental  impacts  which 
will  result  from  the  construction  of 
Foothills  have  not  been  properly  de- 
scribed.   


Even  if  the  assertion  by  Mr.  Horton  referred  to  in  the 
preceding  section  of  this  statement  is  correct,  and  a  full  EIS  on 
the  Two  Forks  Eagle-Piney  proposal  is  not  necessary,  Mr.  Horton 's 
directive  concerning  the  scope  of  the  EIS  has  not  been  followed. 
There  is  only  a  passing  reference  to  the  potential  and  implications 
of  "exchanges."   There  is  no  adequate  analysis  of  the  Williams 
Fork  extension  even  though  the  DWD  has  undertaken  numerous  studies 
of  this  potential  source  of  raw  water.   The  enlargement  of  the 
Gross  reservoir  is  referred  to  but  the  full  potential  of  this 
proposal  is  never  properly  discussed.   Each  of  these  potential 
methods  of  increasing  the  raw  water  supply  should  be  frankly 
discussed  -  even  if  for  only  one  page  -  so  that  an  uninformed 
reader  can  understand  the  thrust  of  the  proposal  as  well  as  its 
potential . 

The  environmental  impacts  of  the  common  elements  of 
Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  should  be  collected  and  discussed  in  one 
place  in  order  that  the  reader  will  appreciate  that  certain 
consequences  are  bound  to  occur  regardless  of  the  proj  ect  ultimately 
chosen  for  increasing  the  raw  water  supply. 

Other  environmental  impacts  which  should  be  covered 

include: 

Raw  water  flows  and  channelization  problems  on  the  various 
streams  are  not  adequately  described,  particularly  for 
the  500  mgd.  level.   This  is  particularly  true  for  the 
North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  below  Grant  and  the  flows 
to  be  anticiapated  through  the  City  of  Denver. 


The  impacts  on  boating  on  the  North  Fork  of  the  South 
Platte  and  in  downtown  Denver  in  the  portion  of  the 
South  Platte  being  developed  as  a  park  are  not  adequately 
addressed  in  the  EIS. 

The  impacts  of  increased  water  usage  and  flows  on  the 

operation  of  the  Metropolitan  District  sewage  facilities 
should  be  examined. 

The  impact  on  boating  on  Dillon  Lake  needs  to  be  addressed 
along  with  greater  analysis  of  the  impacts  on  Summit 
County  generally.  Attachment  #9  is  a  helpful  commentary 
and  it  is  suggested  that  the  maps  of  Dillon  Lake  before' 
and  after  the  projected  74  foot  draw-down  be  included  in 
the  final  EIS. 

Sedimentation  problems  have  not  been  properly  analysed. 
Attachment  #10  describes  the  problems. 

Noise  levels  are  not  analysed  in  relation  to  ambient  noise 
standards  of  the  State  Health  Department.   It  is  believed 
that  the  noise  of  the  water  passing  over  the  dam  and  through 
the  various  project  facilities  willhave  a  significant  impact 
on  wildlife  and  homeowners  alike  for  distances  as  great  as 
five  miles. 

Recreation  impacts  could  easily  be  better  described  by  use  of 
photographs  which  appeared  on  July  4,  1977  and  in  August,  1977 
in  the  Denver  newspapers . 

There  is  one  long-term  impact  which  conceivably  is  of 

extreme  importance  which  is  not  touched  upon  to  the  slightest 

degree.   This  is  the  set  of  problems  which  will  be  encountered 

when  the  Foothills  plant  and  dam  are  no  longer  operable  75  years 

hence.   If  DWD  customers  are  dependent  upon  water  supplies 

which  are  treated  at  Foothills  and  Foothills  has  been  expanded  to 

its  full  500  mgd  capacity,  will  the  city  have  to  be  shut  down 

when  Foothills  is  inoperable? 


8.  Cost  benefit  analyses  are  needed 
for  both  the  project  and  also  for 
the  various  alternatives. 

It  has  already  been  pointed  out  that  Foothills  is 

a  totally  irrational  project  unless  new  supplies  of  raw  water  are 
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developed.   Just  how  irrational  the  project  would  be  can  only 
be  understood,  however,  through  an  appropriate  cost  benefit 
analysis.   It  is  to  be  noted  that  in  a  letter  dated  June  23, 
1976  from  the  then  Acting  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Land  and  Water  Resources, 
the  following  statement  was  made:  "The  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
believes  that  the  contentions  that  the  proposed  project  is  not 
economically  viable  is  a  matter  that  the  BLM  should  address  in 
its  final  environmental  statement."   A  rough  analysis  can  be 
made  by  noting  that  the  volume  of  additional  water  that  will  be 
used  by  DWD  customers  as  a  consequence  of  the  construction  of 
Foothills,  (determined  for  1985  by  a  comparison  of  figures  shown 
in  Tables  2-30  and  3-2,)  will  be  less  than  5000  acre  feet  per 
year.   Spending  $135,000,000  to  obtain  an  additional  5000  acre 
feet  of  water  equates  to  $27,000  per  acre  foot,  an  utterly 
rediculous  price  even  for  permanent  supplies,  but  this  proposal 
is  for  supplies  which  will  last  less  than  ten  years. 

The  cost  benefit  analysis  is  not  only  necessary  to 
show  the  irrationality  of  the  project  standing  by  Itself,  but  it 
is  also  necessary  in  order  that  decision  makers  may  make  a 
rational  comparison  of  the  alternatives  that  are  described. 

It  is  not  expected  that  the  cost  benefit  analysis  would 
project  the  cost  of  each  element  of  each  possible  project,  but 
some  idea  of  the  cost  of  these  projects  and  alternatives  is 
essential.  For  example,  tha  ultimate  cost  of  the  Two  Forks  Eagle 
Piney  project  has  been  variously  rumored  to  range  between  one  and 
three  billion  dollars.  If  so,  then  the  costs  of  recycling  become 
increasingly  attractive.   While  recycling  and  treatment  for 
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potable  water  purposes  is  not  feasible  in  1977,  the  technology 

can  be  expected  to  improve  to  such  an  extent  that  this 

degree  of  recycling  and  treatment  may  become  a  viable  alternative 

toward  the  end  of  this  century  and  certainly  early  in  the 

next.   Recycling  as  an  alternative  to  the  Two  Forks  proposal 

will  surely  receive  careful  consideration  and  preliminary 

cost  benefit  analyses  are  presently  in  order. 

Meanwhile,  treatment  to  less  than  potable  quality 
levels  can  permit  recylcling  for  industrial  uses  and  lawn 
irrigation  purposes  and  the  technology  for  these  levels  of 
treatment  at  acceptable  costs  already  is  being  applied  in 
other  parts  of  the  nation.   Recycling  in  the  Denver  area  for 
industrial  and  lawn  watering  purposes  would  not  solve  Denver's 
supply  problems,  but  would  partially  aleviate  those  problems 
and  would  also  implement  DWD's  duty  to  reuse  imported  west 
slope  water.   Cost  benefit  analyses  for  such  recycling  pro- 
posals are  needed  now. 

Finally,  the  next  EIS  should  specify  that  a  careful 
examination  has  been  made  of  the  DWD's  plans  for  the  Foothills 
treatment  plant  to  determine  what  elements  have  been  sized 
to  accomodate  a  700  mgd  now,  rather  than  a  500  mgd.   The 
results  should  then  be  stated.   It  is  clear  that  the  tunnel 
from  the  Strantia  Springs  Dam  to  the  plant  is  designed  to 
accomodate  a  700  mgd  flow.   It  is  also  clear  that  the  first 
conduit  from  the  plant  to  the  metropolitan  area  is  sized  at  ■ 
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350  mgd,  which  is  an  odd  size  unless  a  second  conduit  of 
equal  size  is  also  contemplated,  and  it  is  also  clear  that 
full  development  of  the  Two  Forks  Eagle-Piney  projects 
would  produce  the  raw  water  necessary  for  flow  of  700  mgd. 
What  expenditures  are  currently  being  proposed  to  accomodate 
700  mdg  flows  that  are  totally  speculative?   The  cost  benefit 
analysis  should  answer  this  question. 


CONCLUSION 
The  1977  Draft  EIS  for  the  Foothills  Project  is  so 
deficient  in  its  portrayal  of  the  facts,  is  so  distorted  in 
its  projections  for  the  future,  is  so  deficient  in  its 
description  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project  and 
its  next  phase  (the  Two  Forks  dam)  and  their  alternatives, 
and  is  so  deficient  in  its  failure  to  include  necessary  cost 
benefit  analyses,  and  the  public  has  been  so  misled  both  by 
DWD  distortions  and  EIS  errors,  that  a  new  draft  must  be 
prepared  and  a  new  public  hearing  held  before  the  Foothills 
EIS  may  legally  be  finalized. 


Denver    Water    Department 

144  WEST  COLFAX  AVENUE  •  PHONE  222-551 1  •  DENVER.  COLORADO  60202 


^*^S 


March  24,     1977 


Mr-    David  Talliaferro 
Foothills  EIS  Project 
Bureau   of  Land  Management 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Building  50 
Denver,    Colorado    S0225 

Dear  Dave: 


Reference  is  made  to  letters  dated  March  11  and  March  17,    1977  to  you  from 
William  W.    Johnson  of  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments.      Based  on 
these  two  letters,    the   contents  of  which  were  developed  by  DRCOG  in  consultation 
with  Water  Department  planners,    the  total  population  served  with  Denver  treated 
water  is   shown  on  the  attached  tabulation.      (Please  note  an  addition  error  for  the 
year  2000  in  the  Mwrch   17th  letter  -    the    104,  500  should  be   104,  400). 

At  i.ne   request  of  Larry  Nelson  we  have  developed  the  maximum  day  and  raw 
water  requirements  for  these  corresponding  populations.      Also  shown  on  the 
tabulation  are  the  figures   related  to  full  utilization  of  the   Foothills  Plant 
expanded  to  the  500  mgd  capacity. 

Sincerely, 


£$/{&*; 4  J&0L* 


William  A, 


WAT/ee 
Attachment 


■inj  t,  Construct:. 
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DRCOG  POPULATION  PROJECTIONS 
INCLUDING 
SUPPLEMENTAL  SERVICE 


Total 

Population 

Max  Day 

Treated 

Raw  Water 

/ear 

Served 

(MGD) 

Water  Requirement 

Requirement 

1980 

958,400 

589 

242,  977 

287,991 

1985 

1,  057,  200 

672 

269,  710 

318,  149 

1990 

1,  162,  900 

763 

298,  331 

348, 912 

2000 

1,434,  100 

1,  003 

371, 509 

428, 422 

2001 

1,  460,  100 

1,  020* 

378,  530 

43b,  171 

2010 

1,  693,  700 

1,257 

441,719 

505,  982 

'Foothills  at  full  a  500  MGD 


COMSMMP" 

TON   OF 

niiTERED 

,'ATER 

Million 

Million 

Gallons 

Averts 
Gallor.a 

Gallons 

Gallons 

Maximum 

Per  Cacita 

fcneiM 

1-1    to    ]3 

Year 

i'-jl-   V,_..:,v. 

Sav 

Population 

Per  Dav 
183 

1918 

55.&10 

17,92?.09 

J19.ll 

S3. 13 

263,000 

17.78 
13.63 
9.0: 
1B.5S 

1919 

oO,?5-5 

19,636.33 

■  .'  .",0 

270,000 

199 

1930 

£5,6?5 

13,t5l,7l 

r3.1? 

84.04 

272,000 

195 

1931 

51,009 

19,317.72 

ts.73 

c-2.09 

27 t, COG 

191 

1923 

£2,621 

20,105.05 

90,06 
65. to 

75S, 000 

it 

12.95 
81.18 

•1923 

60,219 

:o,6?2.3S 

^76 

205,000 

1986 

c7,73o 

22,036.16 

69.5,4 

io:.£"> 

3 0 t, 000 

197 

11.07 

-1025 

£l,53e 

20,149.12 

55.20 

81. in 

■'13,  D00 

176 

9.73 

1926 

CM,7f- 

81,101.53 

57.51 

104.52 

lOJ.ttS 

716,000 

183 

13.W 
15.88 

14.61 

1927 

55,253 

22,2110.31 

'■'"-93 

■■120,000 

190 

1  :i26 

73.50-5 

33,951.95 
22,4-56.82 

115,54 

37  7,070 

803 

n-j^ 

i5:".,G-'0 

ft, 64 

lift.  So 

3:"-,  OOO 

190 

15.12 

•1930 

75,?'-2 

24,756.63 
86,£01.44 

6? .  £  -, 

1:5.71 

7  2  ri.OOO 

208 

9.12 

19*1 

75, "99 

67. 4  C 

172. i> 

707,000 

805 

13-16 

•107.7 

7^/:3?. 

23,016,3= 

21, 420.01! 

■-?.£;, 

112.07. 

3^1,000 

190 

10.12 

+  3  933 

;3.6-a 

120.^- 

3M,000 

177 

12.0? 

+lvV4 

50,107 

22,5:5.35 

61.69 

i:0-C< 

3  i5,07O 

183 

8-93 

+1  :-<35 

r,t,  100 

51.97 

10-=.  6  c 

V'l.COO 

153 

17.83 

T-36 

64,752 

21,0-S.Si 

5  7 .  'J  3 

117.5'.' 

$45,000 

167 

I6.5I 

1937 

££,£=>■: 

22,363.50 

5i.ro 

127.  -5; 

550, 000 

175 

10.8S 

1936 

63,3:;' 

2-7, 525. 6v 

56.5: 

130.51 

7-74 ,  000 

160 

19.16 

1939 

"i,V,l 

?o,5v5g 

0.95 

1-6. 3V 

3i 0,000 

191 

7.58 

191.0 

71, 325 

5-.  07 

147.97 

770,000 

173 

12.03 
17.68 

19^1 

67,  =  7  = 

8?. 019.39 

'3  7.  35 

149.77 

7 n 1.000 

159 

1942 

7 ':■.'■■■';'■ 

8i,:*i;'.tJi 

-'--'.7? 

1-3.20 

i5r;.^- 

'107.000 

175 

16.45 

191*3 

£7,1 "3 

£2,411,65 

25,07;. 66 

77. tl 

"05,000 

192 

9.03 

I96  « 

t6,:o? 

76.71 

172. 4fl 

lo*3,ooo 

188 

13.03 
13.56 

1945 

7^,570 

25,527.90 

71.  04 

154-0-0 

413,000 

172 

1?46 

h--,-r? 

29.li3.60 

-,".07 

1"7.9J' 

488,000 

IIS 

11.95 

16,6a 

1917 

yo,05£ 

29,3"5.O0 

bo,'.:. 

176.25 

4vd, GOO 

1?1S 

10]  ,7.2- 

33,181.2t 

--0.66 

170.67 

1-6 1,000 

166 

10.58 

191? 

59, 262 

38,344.71 

.5  5.  £2 

2:^.53 

477,000 

15- ^ 

I&50 

U2, Oil 

3&,?o-».3fi 

17  3.0- 

2 11. 7  ^ 

4S0,0OQ 

201 

11.81 

1951 

lii.STc 

36,2.30.26 

2^. 09 

516, 0OC 

193 
•        211 

15.50 
10.12 

1072 

122,111 

39,789.44 

icc.yi 

253. 0: 

•*507,OOO 

1953 

l"i,Ci-? 

•1. 593.81 

n:-..5-o 

2-5. Si 

530,000 

215    t 

12.56 

+!<«:'; 

133,^?: 

42,^17.96 

ill. £9 

^■7.55 

512.000 

215 

6.27 

-1-1 0r- 7 

101.3=? 

32.092.99 

90.39 

75^.31 

'■,•-1,000 

161 

11.57 

+1=6-- 

117,6-3 

3-3,359.23 

1'^-^? 

??■• .  72 

573,000 

183 

8.99 

1557 

11CS7 

SSiW.w 

255.7  3 

oSr,ooo 

169 

17.71 

195S 

li'7,90? 

n,  ess.  07 

li.2^: 

23-. 30 

592,000 

190 

13.56 

1959 

135,51? 

44,  098,97 

If 0.60 

293.  lo 

602 , 000 

201 

13.74 

I960 

-■'-",539 

45,205.76 

lJl-71 

316.16 

612,000 

215 

11.76 

1961 

127.^1 

11, 197. 33 

113.6? 

3^.65 

623,000 

182 

17-66 

1962 

iv:,  "1 

51,3:1.62 

IO.  5s 

639,000 

220 

8.00 

196^ 

:::,3^ 

52,591.5-2 

i-'-;.or- 

55--. 
5-9-34 

ti'.';,KO 

219 

11.  £4 

1964 

it-, 195 

53,504.37 

1-6.1= 

tjf.oco 

216 

9.?5 

1965 

137,163 

Si4.g34.e9 

122.4- 

343.77 

710,000 

172 

IE.5? 

19C6 

165,325 

53.871.98 

1-7.55 

371.2? 

722,000 

sol 

e.07 

A&ld.miJ-Jt    pi- 
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CONSUMPTION 

AVERAGE  DAY  -  PER  CAPITA 

(Gallons  per  Day) 


Actual  experi 


DWB  figures 


Running  average  of  actual  experience, 
but  omitting  restricted  years :  193  3 , 
1934,  1935,  1954,  1955,  1956,  1977 

Projection  of  past  experience  according 
to  Draft  Environmental  Statement 

DWB 's  estimate  of  1977  average  use, 
164  gal  Ions  per  person  per  day 

Limited  raw  water  supply  will  require 
use  restrictions  before  actual 
experience  reaches  these  levels     . 


CONSUMPTION 

PEAK  DAY  -  PER  CAPITA 

(Gallons  per  Day) 

700 

*> 

600 

A 

500 

/hWl 

400 

-    J^y 

300 

^f^ 

?no 

-                 Actual  experience  -  DWD  figures 

Running  average  of  actual  experience, 
but  omitting  restricted  vears:  1033 

1934,  1935,  1954,  1955,  1956,  1977 

Projection  of  past  experience  according 

100 

—         to  Dra:  r  Environmental  S  catement 

i          i          i          :          !          i 

1      !      1      1 

Att„c<.».~f  #3 
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HOW  GOOD  ARE  DENVER  WATER  BOARD  PROJECTIONS? 


Peak-Day  Usage 
(Million  gallons  per  day) 

Year 

DWB's  1973 
Projections* 

Actual 
Experience** 

1974 

523 

485 

1975 

541 

500 

1976 

560 

474 

1977 

579 

331  (Restrictions) 

"''Source:   DWB  1973  Annual  Statistical  Report 

**Source:   DWB  1976  Annual  Statistical  Report 

(1977  figure  given  over  telephone) 
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Ffi.,Sepr.  16,  1977,  Denver,  Colo 


Business  and  finance 

Builder  calls  soaring 
home  cost  atrocious 


By  MIKE  NO!  .AN 

The  president  of  the  nation's  largest  construc- 
tion industry  association  Thursday  called  the 
price  ol  the  average  single  family  house  "nil- 
believable,  incredible  and  atrocious  " 

Gerald  Oliver,  head  of  ihe  Associated  Builders 
and  Contractors,  said  the  average  price  of  a  new 
house  in  the  United  Stales  now  stands  at  lil  ,900. 

Oliver  predicted  thai  the  high  cost  of  housing 
coupled  with  rising  energy  prices,  would  force 
people  to  return  to  the  inner  cities  from  the  sub- 
urbs 10  be  close  lo  their  work  and  lu  cut  hack  on 
commuting  en  penses. 

Oliver,  a  Traverse  Cily.  Mich  .  contractor,  was 
interviewed  hy  the  NflWJ  while  in  Deliver  for  a 
Thursday  uiglii  mct-Ling  of  the  Flocky  Mountain 
chapter  of  the  ABC  at  the  Rodewav  Inn 

He  .said  the  'flight  lo  the  cities"  would  take 
place  in  the  next  15  lo  20  years  and  thai  such 
issues  as  school  husinr;  which  drove  people  lu  the 
suburbs  would  be  overshadowed  by  sheer  eco- 


"WHKN  c;asou\e-:  rkai  iins  j  dollar  ;i  lot 
Ofopinioitt  Will  ofctngB,"  Oliver  said 

A  lot  of  Lhmg.s  have  caused  huu*ini»  costs  lo 
soar,  Oliver  said,  including  !he  "  insanities  '  of 
BCOlOg&U  anil  even  business,  when  il  Comes  to 
the  cost  nf  money  and  land 

"These  things  arc  pullinK  -uii;le  family  homes 
out  of  business."  Oliver  said  "With  the  cost  ol 
traveling  and  with  urban  blight,  we  are  going  to 
have  10  have  people  come  back  downtown 

"In  Denver,  people  are  gome,  to  have  to  make 
up  their  minds  thai  if  they  want  lo  live  in  Ihe 
mountains,  they  are  going  lo  have  to  find  work  in 
the  mountains,  and  If  they  are  going  lo  work 
downtown,  they  are  going  lo  have  lo  live  down- 
town, "he  said. 

One  factor  that  will  make  living  downtown 
much  cheaper.  Oliver  said,  is  thai  all  the  utilities 
already  are  In  place  in  theciiies  while  they  must 
be  constructed  in  the  suburbs 

Oliver  noted  that  the  return  lo  the  cities  was 
going  lo  involve  tremendous  social  and  economic 
changes  on  the  port  ol  the  population 

HE  A1SO  NOTED  that  when  he  hegan  in  Ihe 
construction  business  in  IW9  he  could  build  a 
Ihree  bedroom  house  with  a  basement  lor  (5.700 

Society.he  said,  will  have  lu  come  up  wiih  pro 
grams  to  assist  in  the  return  lo  ihe  cities 

"I  dun'i  see  any  other  answer  than  a  return  to 
the  tines, "he  said 

On  another  subject,  Oliver  was  critical  of 
I'residen!  Carter's  proposed  relorm  of  the  na- 
tion's lalxir  laws 


The  proposal .  Oliver  said,  was  a  thinly-  veiled 
organisation  attempt  by  Lhe  tii|>  unions,  who  he 
shh!  had  lost  4  per  cenl  of  their  membership  in 
the  past  two  years  -  "the  biggest  drop  ever." 

"The  labor  unions  need  help."  he  said,  "It's 
just  a  shame  that  government  fuels  it  has  to 
help." 


were  losing  members  and 
members  because  today's 
>ro  discriminating  and  the 
come  up  with  viable  pro 


He  said  the  union 
failing  to  attract  ne 
young  people  were 
unions  have  Tailed 
grams, 

"The  real  problt 
among  the  new  wort  force 
Oliver  said. 

AND  THE  REAL  reason  labor  unions  wan! 
federal  labor  laws  changed,  he  said,  islomakeil 
easier  for  the  unions  to  m-ganize  in  the  Sunlwlt. 
where  most  of  the  righi-to^-wurk  laws  exist  and 
where  industry  is  moving  in  bit:  numbers, 

"This  sell-serving  legislation,  which  dishc.irt- 
cningly  has  the  active  support  of  President 
Carter,  is  being  marketed  by  organized  lalxir  as 
a  measure  to  speed  up  the  procedures  and 
strengthen  the  enforcement  powers  of  the  Na- 
tional Labor  Relations  Board,"  be  said.  "In  actu- 
ality ,  the  proposal  is  a  myriad  of  one-sided  puni- 
tive provisions,  Including  federal  contract 
debarment  and  double  damage  payments,  as 
well  as  provisions  to  make  the  unionization  of  an 
open  shop  easier  lor  organizers 

"Organized  labor  has  assembled  a  war  chest  nf 
nearly  JBOO.ooo  to  buy  slick  advertising  and  en- 
gage public  relations  professionals  to  hoodwink 
the  press,  the  public,  and  ultimately  the  Con' 
gross.  However.  1  feel  certain  that  if  all  of  man- 
agement works  together  once  more,  this  bill  will 
have  the  same  fate  as  common  situs." 

IN  A  LABOR  DAY  message  issued  earlier  this 
month.  Oliver  praised  the  efforts  of  some  "far- 
sighted"  union  leaders  who  he  said  are 
attempting  to  reintroduce  competition  into  the 
coteitruction  industry . 

ABC  is  a  nalional  association  of  about  11,000 
construction  contractors,  subcontractors  suppli- 
ers and  associates  who  favor  the  mini  shop  phi- 
losophy -  "that  is,  they  believe  that  every  con- 
tract should  be  awarded  on  the  basis  of 
qualification  and  price,  regardless  of  labor  rela- 
tions policy  " 

Oliver  is  serving  a  oneyear  term  as  president 
of  the  organization  He  said  Ihe  construction 
industry  is  a  W5  lo  $50  billion  dollar  a  vcar  busi- 
ness, representing  HI  I  per  cent  ol  the  gross  na- 
tional product  in  IM75 
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IN  TUB  DISTRICT  COURT  IN  AND  FOR 

WATER  DISTRICT  SO.  1 

STATE  OF  COLORADO 

CASE  NO.  3074-72,  3074-74,  3075-72 
3075-74,  3076-72,  3076-74 


REPORTER ' S  TRANSCRIPT 
(November  6,  15743 


IN  THE  HATTER  OF  THE  APPLICATION  ) 
FOR  BIENNIAL  FINDING  OF  DUE  ) 
DILIGENCE  OF  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  J 
OF  DENVER  ACTING  BY  AND  THROUGH  ) 
ITS  BOARD  OF  WATER  COMMISSIONERS.) 


APPEARANCES: 

SAUNDERS,  SNYDER  6  ROSS,  225  East  16th  Avenue, 
Denver,  Colorado, 

Dy  MR,  GLENN  G.  SAUNDERS, 

On  behalf  of  the  City  end  Ce 
of  Denver  by  unci  through  the 
Hoard  of  Water  Commissioners 

MR.  KENNETH  L.  BROADHUEST,  Legal  Division,  Denver  Water 
Department,  144  West  Colfax  Avenue,  Denver,  Colors.! 

On  behalf  of  tin.:  Applicant, 
The  Denver  Board  of  Water 
Commissioners ; 

MR,  LOREN  SWICK,  Water  Resources  Division,  1545  Sherman, 
Denver,  Colorado, 

On  behalf  of  the  State  of 
Colorado. 


This  matter  cane  forward  regularly  for  hearing  on 
Application  for  Biennial  Finding  of  Due  Diligence,  before 
Mr.  Steven  M .  Hnnnon,  sitting  as  Water  Master,  Water  Court, 
Water  Division  1,  at  the  Wold  County  Courthouse,  Greeley, 
Colorado,  at  the  hour  of  10:40  o'clock  a.m.,  November  6,  1074 

WHEREUPON  the  following  proceedings  were  had, 


IN  Till;  DISTRICT  COURT  IN  AND  FOR 

WATER  DISTRICT  NO.  1 

STATE  OF  COLORADO 

CASE  NO.  3074-72,  3074-74,  3075-72 
3075-74,  3076-72,  3076-74 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  APPLICATION  ) 
FOR  BIENNIAL  FINDING  OF  DUE  ) 
DILIGENCE  OF  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  ) 
OF  DENVER  ACTING  BY  AND  THROUGH  ) 
ITS  BOARD  OF  WATER  COMMISSIONERS. ) 


REPORTER '  S  TRANSCP.  I  FT 
[November  6,  1974) 


APPEARANCES: 

SAUNDERS,  SNYDER  f,  ROSS,  225  East  16th  Avenue, 
Denver,  Colorado, 

By  MR.  GLENN  G.  SAUNDERS, 

On  behalf  of  the  City  and  County 
of  Denver  by  and  through  the 
Board  of  Water  Commissioners: 

MR.  KENNETH  L.  BROADHURST,  Legal  Division,  Denver  Water 

Department,  144  West  Colfax  Avenue,  Denver,  ColoraJo, 

On  behalf  of  the  Applicant, 
The  Denver  Board  of  Water 
Commissioners ; 

MR.  LOREN  SWICK,  Hater  Resources  Division,  184S  Sherman, 
Denver,  Colorado, 

On  behalf  of  tho  State  of 
Colorado. 


This  matter  came  forward  regularly  for  hearing,  on 
Application  for  Biennial  Finding  of  Duo  Diligence,  before 
Mr.  Steven  M.  Hsnnon,  sitting  as  Water  Master,  Water  Court, 
Water  Division  1,  at  the  Weld  County  Courthouse,  Greeley, 
Colorado,  at  tho  hour  of  10:40  o'clock  a.m.,  November  6,  1074. 

WHEREUPON  the  following  proceedings  wore  had, 
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THE  MASTER:   My  concern  is  that  I  want  to  make 
sure  I  havo  tho  ruling  properly  identified  for  later  deter- 
mination.  If  we  can,  it  would  be  appreciated. 

MR.  SAUNDERS:   I--WC  will  bo  very  careful  about 
that.   I  nm  familiar  with  keeping  a  record  vory  carefully 
over  a  period  of  45  years.  I  don't  expect  to  miss  this  year. 
I  have  been  doing  this  for  that  long,  and  I  am  going  to  tie 
this  together  very  carefully. 

Now,  it  may  be  true  that  in  this  particular  nattcT 
all  that  is  required  here  is  a  presentation  of  the  efforts 
to  complete  tho  water  rights  which  are  before  the  Court  from 
the  time  of  the  last  decrco.   But  the  record  is  going  to  show 
moro  than  that  because  it  is  unfair  to  the  Master  to  not  give 
at  lease  a  brief  background  of  what  has  gono  before  and  the 
vfaterworks  system  as  a  whole.   And,  therefore,  our  first 
testimony  will  be  regarding  the  waterworks  system  of  Denver 
as  a  whole  in  order  to  indicate  how  it  is  that  this  is  an 
integrated  systom  and  only  one  system. 

While  tho  record  is  already  complete  on  this  point, 
wo  think  that  it  is  desirable  from  tho  standpoint  of  proper 
information  of  tho  present  Master.   Now,  I  have  your  permission, 
already,  to  do  this;  and  for  that  reason  thon,  I  call  my  first 
witness,  Mr.  Fischer. 

ROBERT  W.  FISCHER, 
called  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  Applicants,  having  been  first 
duly  sworn,  was  examined  and  testified  as  follows: 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION 
BY  MR.  SAUNDERS: 

Q.    Will  you  state  your  name? 

A.     Robert  W.  Fischer,  F- 1 -3-C-ll-E-R. 
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Therefore.,  the  concern  hero  with  the  development 
of  Two  Forks  is  directly  related  to  the  development  of 
Narrows.  If  Two  Forks  were  not  built,  if  I  understand  this, 
flood  water  would  be  available  for  storage  in  the  Narrows 
Reservoir.   This  is  ono  of  the  reasons  why  the  Court  is  con- 
cerned with  the  reasonable  dili50r.ee. 

MR.  SAUNDERS:  That  1ms  no  bearing  on  our  diligence 
hearing  in  our  view  of  the  law.  And  we  think  that  the  past 
statement  of  the  law  is  totally  incorrect.  We  will  go  on 
our  theory;  and  we  hope  that  is  adequate,  because  I  think 
that  the  conditional  decrees  are  not  reservations  of  the 
wator.  Or,  furthermore,  that  the  sheriff's  caso  makes  it 
perfectly  clear  that  the  city  not  only  has  the  right,  but 
the  duty  to  anticipate  growth. 

THE  MASTER:   I  understand  that,  and  I  had  asked  for 
a  memorandum  at  the  first  meeting  which  was  hold  last  month. 
I  am  afraid  of  being  robbed  of  presentation  of  evidence. 
Without  that  I  feel  I  have  to  make  certain  inquiries  to  de- 
termine whether  it- is  right  or  wrong,  ultimately. 

MR.  SAUNDERS:   I  don't  know  about  the  memorandum.   I 
can  give  you  my  memorandum  from  Denver.   I  think  that  is 
conclusive  o£  the  matter. 

THE  MASTER:   Now,  you  were  going  to  testify  as  to- 
further  about  the  Dillon  ReservoiT. 

THE  WITNESS:   Dillon  Reservoir  has  been  a  capacity  of 
about  -3-3-i-000  acre  feet.   Nearly  all  of  that  is  useable  capa- 
city, very  small  portion  being  optimum,  very  small,  in  order 
to  come  out  with  the  diversion  or  supply  of  water  of  Blue 
River  at  that  time ,  which  averages  out  to  be  something  in 
the  range  of  130^000  to  150,000  acre  feet  per  year. 
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Naturally,  when  projected  by  the  average  that  means  you 
had  some  lows  and  some  highs  when  you  cone  up  with  the 
average.   On  the  average  the  high  runoff  years  of  this 
will  exceed  the  available  capacity.   That  water  must  be 
gotten  in  order  to  make  the  average. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  method  of  use  cf 
the  water  from  the  Dillon  Reservoir,  pattern  of  use  of 
the  water  in  the  Metropolitan  -Area,  also  requires  that  you 
have  got  to  have  additional  storage  capacity  in  order  to 
make  the  most  optimum  use  of  the  water  available  on  the 
Blue  River.   That  is  generally  the  idea  of  transferring 
water  from  Dillon  Reservoir  Into  the  large  area  of  storage. 

THE  MASTER:   Mr.  Saunders,  if  I  could,  I  need  to  ask 
a  punch- line  question  at  this  point . 

Did  your  construction  of  Dillon  anticipate  the 
optimum  construction  of  Two  Forks? 

THE  WITNESS!   Yes,  it  did.   Two  Forks  Reservoir  has 
been  a  part  of  the  plan  of  Denver  Water  Department  for  de- 
velopment ever  since  the  Department  came  into  existence , 
1918;  and  it  has  been  delayed,  if  you  call  it  that,  for  a 
number  of  years,  principally  because  of,  or  until  the  time 
that  there  is  a  sufficient  water  system,  supply  system, 
collection  system,  in  existence  or  close  to  existence,  which 
will  provide  the  necessary  waters  to  store  in  Two  Forks  Res- 
ervoir. 

MR.  SAUNDERS:   In  order  to  get  to  Two  Forks,  we  had  to 
move  the  railroad  out,  just  go  right  through  there.   Wo  had 
to  have  a  court  trial  with  the  city.   There  has  been  con- 
tinuous work  done  on  this  reservoir.   And  one  of  the  reasons 
for  beginning  work  on  the  Dillon  Reservoir  and  Blue  River 


that  the  contingency  that  the  reservoir  would  not  bo 
constructed  for  whatever  reason  —  financing,  engineering, 
whatever  —  the  possibility  of  expanding  Dillon  or  some 
other  alternative? 

MR.  SAUNDERS:   Now,  I  wish  to  remind  tho  witness 
that  there  was  a  study  made  in  connection  with  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement.  You  might  delineate  that. 

THO  WITNESS:   The  studies  have  been  going  an  and  we 
have  looked  at  various  alternatives.  And,  as  I  said  before, 
Two  Forks  Reservoir  site  is  unique  for  tho  eastern  slope 
of  Colorado;  and  there  aren't  any  like  it,  a  site  on  which 
a  reservoir  should  be  constructed.   V.'c  have  felt  that  way 
for  a  long,  long  time.   That  is  tho  fooling  as  of  this  time 

Wo  have  every  intention  to  build  and  havo  a 
reservoir  at  Two  Forks  or  water  for  tho  Metropolitan  Aran 
of  Denver.   Now.  certainly  rhr.ro   1?  n  i.ossibility  that  it 
may  not  ever  be  built.   There  is  also  tho  possibility  that 
the  world  will  come  to  an  end. 

THE  MASTER:   Mr.  Fischer,  I  am  trying  to  get  the  facts 
here,  and  I  am  merely  saying  if  you  have  detailed  plans  and 
made  for  Denver's  reasonable  need?  And  what  I  am  trying  to 
get  you  to  speak  to,  is  the  Two  Forks  Reservoir  an  absolute 
necessary  element  in  those  plans? 

MR.  SAUNDERS:   I  point  out  that  that  absolute  on  neces- 
sity is  an  outside  issue  of  the  case. 

Q.     Would  you  delineate  the  immediacy  of  the  need 
of  the  reservoir,  which  has  been  the  basis  for  putting  pres- 
sure on  the  Bureau? 

A.     The  water  supplies  of  the  water  system  of  Denver 
will  be  enhanced  by  a  reservoir  such  as  Two  Forks.   There  is 


got  into  same  dif  flcu'LtJ  .:;  and  it  Iia'j  boon  droppedt 

Q.     Nov.',  docs  the  State  engineer  of  Colorado 
want  to  havo  some  water  for  his  grass  program? 

A.     IIo  has  expressed  an  interest  in  having 
somo  capacity  in  Two  Forks  for  storage  of  water  for 
the  depreciation  caused  by  wells. 

q.    To  fullfill  the  firm  object  0."  this  court? 

A.     I  hope  so.   I  probably  should  also  mention 
with  respect  to  Two  Forks  that [tho  Water  Department  has 
made  an  agreement' with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  which 
provides  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  provide  con- 
sulting services  to  the  Water  Department  and  tho  Water 
Department's  design  and  planning  of  the  Foothills  pro- 
ject.  Tliis  is  so  that  the  work  and  construction  of  the 
Foothills  project  would  be  done  in  a  manner  such  that  it 
would  be  compatible  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation ' 0 
support  of  the  project,  and  wo  have  been  paying  the  Bur- 
eau of  Reclamation  for  those  services  in  order  that  the 
project,  the  total  project,  will  be  put  together  in  a 
compatible  manner.) 

MR.  SAUNDERS:   I  have  no  further  questions. 

THE  MASTER:   Then  lot  mo  just  sum  up  here  if  I  can. 
With  respect  to  tho  actual  reservoir,  itself, 
is  the  acquisition,  of  some  land  and  money  paid  for  by  the 
Citizens  Committee',  as  far  as  actual  work  on   that  reservoir? 

THE  WITNESS:   We  didn't  pay  any  money  to  the  Citizens 
Committee . 

TNI:  MASTER:   Well,  you  spoke  about  beinc  involved  in 
a  meeting  with  the  Citizens  Committee  as  a  necessary  com- 
mitment with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation , 
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TtlE  MTNESS:   Oh,  that  is  all  together  different 
tiu.n  pjiyiltg  money  to  the  Citizens  Committee. 

In  addition  to  that,  and.  I  think  I  said  this 
before,  a  lot  of  time  and  effort  on  the  part  of  a  few 
people  in  the  Water  Department  has  gone  into  providing 
data  and  information  to  the  Buroau  of  Reclamation's 
aspect  of  the  Denver  Water  system,  which  are  becoming 
a  part  of  Two  Forks  study  by  the  Bureau, 

The  efforts  which  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
design  engineers- and  planners  are  doing  as  related  to  the 
Foothills  project  of  Denver  is  essentially  part  of  tho_ 
development  of  Two  Forks.   We  have  spent  time  and  money 


in  discussing  the  time  necessity  and  the  expense  neces- 
sity in  discussing  this  project  with  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
people.   This  all  points  toward  the  direction  of  Two  Forks 
as  a  Federal  project  for  the  people  of  Denver. 

THE  MASTER:   Again,  ploasO  conflux  your  comments  to 
the  period  we  are  talking  about,  since  the  last  showing  of-- 
the  last  four  years. 

THE  WITNESS:  I  was.  Thcro  were  also  discussions  with 
people  in  Washington  D.  C,  and  members  of  --staff  members  of 
various  companies,  and  so  on.   I  think  that  summarizes  it. 

THE  MASTER:  Is  thoro  any  physical  construction  ut  the 
site- -the  proposed  sito? 

Till;  WITNESS:   No.   You  don't  do  that  with  a  550  foot 
high  concrete  arch  dam  until  you  have  every  tiling  undor  control. 

THE  MASTER:   Mr.  Fischer,  what  I  am  getting  at,  is  there 
any  sort  of  test  work  being  done? 

Tim  WITNESS:   Cora  drilling  has  been  dona. 

THE  MASTER:   In  the  last  four  years? 
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BACKGROUND   TO    CONCLUSIONS 


Summary  of   Deficiencies    in   Draft   EIS   of   Proposed   Foothills    Project 
Relating   to   Sedimentation 


(1)  The  data  on   the  sedimentation    in   the   Foothills    Draft   EIS    is   contradictory. 
The  sediment   yield   figure   of   .15   acre   feet   per   square  mile  per  year    (page   2-51) 
does   not   correlate   to   the   stated   silt   storage   capacity    (page   3~2).      Using   the 
.15   yield    rate    (which    the    proponents    obtained    from    the    1974  maps    prepared   by 
the    Colorado    Land    Use    Commission   and    the   Soil    Conservation   Service),    sediment 
would   reach    100%  of   the   reservoir's   capacity    in  about   62   years,    rather    than 
the   27%    (2110  AF)     indicated    in    the    DEIS. 

(2)  The    DEIS    does    not   articulate    the    process    by  which    the   2110   acre    feet    (p.    3-2) 
silt    storage    capacity    is    determined    nor   provide    the    necessary    facts    to 
determine    the   accuracy  of    that    figure. 

(3)  The    DEIS    is    not   clear  on    the    amount    of    increase    in    sediment    from   additional 
t ransmounta i n    diversions    being    carried    in    the   North    Fork  of    the    South    Platte. 


(1 )       Data    is    Cont  radi  ctory 

The  typical  method  used  to  obtain  the  annual  siltation  for  a  reservoir  is  to 
multiply  the  sediment  yield  (expressed  in  acre  feet  per  square  mile  per  year) 
by    the   drainage  area. 

The    DEIS   on    page   2-51     fndt-e#te«    a    sediment    yield   of    .15  AF/mi    /year.      The    DEIS 
does   not   specifically    identify   the   number  of   square  miles    in    the   drainage  area 
for   the   project.      However,    a    review  of   the   Bureau  of  Reclamation's   study   for 
Two   Forks    (Hay  2^,    1966)    shows    that   the  drainage  area    is   833   square  miles. 

I f  one  mul ti  pi i  es   833   square  nil  as   by   .15,    the  annual    s  i 1  tat  ion    rate    is 
125  acre    feet.      At    this    rote,    sediment  would  occupy    100%  of   the   reservoir's 
capacity    in   about   62   years. 

However,    the    DEIS    indicates    that    silt    storage    capacity    for    the    reservoir    is 
2110    acre    feet    for    the    75*y**F    1 f f •   of    the   project.      To   have   arrived   at    this 
figure,    either  a    smaller   drainage  area   or  a   smaller   sediment   yield   figure 
must    have    been    used.       The    Sediment    Inflow  Study    for    Two    Forks    conducted   by 
the    Bureau   of    Reclamation    gives    the    sediment    yield   of    .0^6  acre    feet    per    square 
mile    per   year.       This    is    bnfled    on    actual    stream  measurements.       It   would   appear 
that    the    2110  AF    silt    storagn    capacity    is    based    en   a    sedimen:    yield    number 
closer   to   that   deternined   by    ::io   Bureau  of  Reclamation. 


(2)       Process    of    Cf.  Iculav  ipn 


Omi tied 


The   draft    EIS    does    not    indicate-    tho    drainage    area    nor    spell    out    the  method 
by  which    the   2110  acre   feet    sill   storage  capacity  was   determined.        The   DEIS 
only  provides    general    drainage  areas    (p. 2-25)    but   never    identifies    the   number 
which    is   being   used   for   the   calculations. 


(3)        I  nereis  e     in    Sr:rf  inipn  ta  :  Ir.n    'Jl-  l     I  riiint  i  f  ied 

The    DEIS    indicates    an     Incresso    in   sedimentation    from   the   development  of 
the     125  mgd    plant .      However,     i  t    does    no :    i  denti  fy    the    1 ncreasc    in    sediment 
which  would   result    from    increase    in    the  quantity  of  water  carried    in    the 
North    Fork   from  additional    tranatnountsln   diversions.      While   the  water  would 
orvoir,    there  would  be   additional    bank 
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IN  REPLY    REFEH  TO: 

L7619    (RMR)PC 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

655  Parfet  Street 

P.O.  Box  25287 

Denver,  Colorado    80225 

SEP  2  3  1977 
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Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation 
1522  K  Street  N.W 
Washington,  D.C.  20005 


September  23,  1977 


Memorandum 


To:       State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Denver ,  Colorado 

From:     Regional  Director,  Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Subject:   Draft  Environmental  Statement-Proposed  Foothills  Project 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  statement  and  offer  the  following 
comments : 

The  summary  discussion  in  the  draft  environmental  statement  on  potential 
impacts  of  the  project  should  address  not  only  the  proposed  action 
as  outlined  on  pages  1-12  to  1-27,  but  also  impacts  on  cultural 
resources  of  interrelated  project  proposals  required  for  collection 
and  supply  of  raw  water  to  the  treatment  plant. 

Reference  to  consultation  of  Federal  Register  on  page  2-78  should  refer 
to  issue  of  February  1,  1977,  and  subsequent  monthly  issues  rather 
than  1976. 


Lynn  H.  Thompson 


;  Ms.  Jo  Ann  Graham,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(  Canon  City  District  Office 


Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 
Foothills  ES  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  311 
Canon  City,  Colorado   81212 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


The  Council  has  received  and  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  statement 
(DES)  for  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project,  Colorado.  Pursuant  to 
Section  102(2) (C)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  the 
Council  has  determined  that  this  DES  is  inadequate  because  it  does  not 
demonstrate  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Pres- 
ervation Act  of  1966  (16  U.S.C.  470f,  as  amended,  90  Stat.  1320)  with 
regard  to  this  proposal.  However,  it  appears  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  recognizes  its  responsibilities  pursuant  to  Section  106 
and  will  carry  them  out  in  the  future.   Should  this  proposal  be 
approved,  we  look  forward  to  working  with  the  BLM  in  accordance  with 
the  "Procedures  for  the  Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties" 
(36  C.F.R.  Part  800)  as  appropriate. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  or  require  additional  assistance,  please 
contact  Brit  Allan  Storey  of  the  Council's  Denver  staff  at  (303)  234-4946, 
an  FTS  number. 

Sincerely  yours, 


/M'/f 


I        Lguis  S.  Wall 
/f'-^lCssistant  Director,  Office 
/j  of  Review  and  Compliance 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America.' 


The  Council  is  an  independent  unit  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Federal  Government  charged  by  the  Act  of 
October  /  5,  Jf64  to  advise  the  President  and  Congress  in  the  field  of  Historic  Preservation. 


Villi/ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

REGIONAL  OFFICE 

FXECUTIVE  TOWER  -  1-lOS  CURTIS  STREET 

Denver,  colorauo  soioa 


0  on. i<j 


September  22,  1977 


Mr.  Dale  R.  Andrus 

State  Director 

BLM,  Canon  City  District  Office 

Post  Office  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

□ear  Mr.  Andrus: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  draft  Environmental   Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
on  the  proposed  Foothills  Project.     Particularly,  the  statement  does  not  address 
the  secondary  or  indirect  impact  of  growth  in  the  Denver  area.     As  you  are 
aware,  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  guidelines  require  that 
secondary  impacts  be  addressed. 

As  you  indicate,  your  draft  EIS  is  based  on  several   assumptions  as  listed  on 
Page  2-91  and  2-92.     We  strongly  disagree  with  assumption  Number  2.     This 
assumption  indicates  that  human  population  will   continue  to  grow  as  estimated 
by  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments   (DRCOG)  with  or  without  the 
Foothills  Project.     As  we  understand,  the  DRCOG  population  projection  used  as 
one  of  its  assumptions  the  availability  of  water.     Your  removal  of  the  variable 
of  water  availability  invalidates  the  basis  for  the  population  projection.     You 
implied  in  your  discussion  of  this  statement  that  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  (HUD)  concurred  with  this  assumption,  and  we  wish  to  cate- 
gorically deny  HUD  agreement  on  this  point. 

Based  upon  our  review,  we 
allow  construction  of  the 
ment  Plant  at  125  million 
Water  Department  {DWD)  to 
coll ection-s to rage-di vers i 
plant  capacity,  demands  as 
treated-water  service  area 
the  plant  capacity  to  500 
water,  not  yet  developed, 


find  that  the  major  purpose  of  this  proposal   is  to 
Strontia  Springs  Diversion  Dam  and  Foothills  Treat- 
gallons  per  day  (mgd).     This  will  enable  the  Denver 
use  water  presently  available  from  its  existing 
on  system.     With  the  additional    125  mgd  treatment 
sociated  with  the  growing  population  within  the 
could  be  met  until  around  the  year  1983.     Increasing 
mgd  will   then  enable  the  DWD  to  treat  additional   raw 
to  meet  maximum-day  demands  until   around  the  year  2001. 

The  addition  of  the  proposed  125  and  500  mgd  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  is 
anticipated  to  change  the  pattern  of  operation  of  all   existing  DWD  treatment 
plants.     The  higher  elevation  of  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  will  allow  it  to 
function  as   the  primary  source  of  treatment  for  the  entire  DWD  treated-water 
service  area.     The  Moffat,  Marston,  and  Kasseler  Treatment  Plants  would  then 


be  used  only  to  augment  the  primary  supply  from  Foothills.     This  will  allow 
expansion  of  treated-water  service  into  the  higher  elevations  of  the  Denver 
Metropolitan  Area  without  the  need  for  costly  pumping.     These  higher  elevations 
contain  much  presently  undeveloped  land  on  which  your  project  will  enhance 
growth.     We  believe  that  a  cost  comparison  should  be  provided  contrasting  the 
gravity-flow  Foothills  alternative  with  various  pumping  alternatives. 

We  feel   the  deficiency  in  your  statement  is  related  to  your  failure  to  recog- 
nize or  deal  with  the  secondary  impact  of  growth. 

Your  statement  is  further  deficient  in  that  you  do  not  consider  the  impact  of 
projected  growth  on  the  social  environment.     We  feel  elements  such  as  educa- 
tional facilities  and  health  services  should  be  assessed  for  their  capability 
to  handle  anticipated  growth.     These  concerns  were  expressed  to  you  in  our 
letter  of  March  1,  1977,  to  Mr.  Dave  Taliafero. 

In  addition  to  the  above  general  comments,  we  would  like  to  add  the  following 
specific  comments. 

1.  Figure  1-1  has  a  "Foothills  Operating  Gradient"  but  does  not 
appear  to  have  taken  into  account  any  head  losses. 

2.  On  Page  2-14,  you  state  that  the  average  horticulture  investment 
per  dwelling  unit  in  the  six  county  Denver  area  was  $2,000.  You 
further  state  "A  $2,000  investment  in  horticulture  per  dwelling 
unit  is  equal  to  9.5  percent  of  this  average  annual  income."  We 
feel  you  need  to  clarify  that  this  is  a  one-time  expense  and  not 
an  annual   investment  as  implied. 

3.  On  Page  2-10,  you  indicate  the  median  fire  protection  rating  was 
7     for  22  fire  departments.     This  type  of  median  rating  renders 
the  information  meaningless. 

4.  We  are  unable  to  ascertain  the  relevance  of  the  Carley  Survey 
described  on  Page  2-10  and  2-12  to  the  proposed  project. 

5.  You     failed     to  indicate  whether  or  not  the  DWD  will  be  able 
to  utilize  the  anticipated  112,900  acre  feet  of  water  from  the 
Dillon  area  as  shown  on  Table  3-3,  if  the  Foothills  Project  is 
delayed  or  rejected.     If  the  DWD  cannot  use  the  total  amount  of 
water  available,  what  will   be  the  effect  on  water  quality  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin? 


0   0050 


6.  Paragraph  2  and  7  of  Page  2-13  arrives  at  averages  for  respective 
counties  but  did  not  take  into  account  population  differences  of 
the  various  counties. 

7.  Vour  statement  on  Page  2-21  that  the  Moffat  System  "is  not 
impacted  by  the  proposal"  conflicts  with  the  discussion  on  Page  1-20 
on  how  the  operation  of  the  entire  system  (DWO)  will  change  with  the 
addition  of  the  Foothills  Plant. 

We  feel  the  issues  we  have  mentioned  in  this  letter  indicate  serious  deficiencies 
in  your  statement  which  must  be  addressed  for  you  to  have  an  adequate  EIS.     We 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  JVItotuschek 

Assistant  Regional  Administrator 

Community  Planning  and  Development 


CClORADO  RIVER  WAT 
CONSERVATION  C: 

September  23,   1977 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Canon  City  District  Office 
3080  East  Main  Street 
P.O.  Box  311 
Canon  City,  Colorado    81212 

Gentlemen: 


Foothills  Draft  Environmental 
Statement 


Enclosed  are  the  comments  of  the  Colorado  River  Water 
Conservation  District  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  Proposed 
Foothills  Project  prepared  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.    We  request  that  they  be  read  and 
included  in  the  record  on  this  matter. 


We  also  request  that  our  several  inquiries  and  questions 
be  answered.    We  will,  of  course,  respond  to  the  questions  you 
may  have  concerning  our  comments. 


y 


ROLAND  C.  FISCHER-' 
Secretary -Engineer 


/  7     A,    ^ 
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COMMENTS    OF    THE 

COLORADO    RIVER    WATER 

CONSERVATION    DISTRICT 

ON    DRAFT    ENVIRONMENTAL    STATEMENT 

PROPOSED    rOOTHILLS    PROJECT,     COLORADO 

SEPTEMBER    23,     19  77 


We  observe;  that  the  Department  of  Interior  was  and  is  very 
aggressive  in  its  efforts  to  delay  or  ovmi  prevent  construction  of 
Conyressionally-autheri?^  d  Irrigation  and  water  conservation  pinjectH 
in  the;  Colorado  River  Brisin  in  Western  Colorado  an.'  the  Department 
ha?,  a  h.'rory  of  being  stow  to  produce  f.'ta  associated  anvjironmaarat 
impact  statements  for  irrigation  projects  In  the  Colorado  Rivor  Basin, 
Quito  the  contrary  is  true  in  the  easy  of  Foothills.    The  Department 
produced  the  Draft  Statement  hi  (for  is)  record  time  and  presumes  to 
substitute!  Its  own  judgement  as  to  the  use  of  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  that  of  the  Colorado  Courts.     Certainly  the  Depart- 
ment of  interior  or  anyone  else  may  make  assumptions  of  amounts  of 
o\::  basin  diversions  and  estimates  of  those  amounts  can  be  published 
but  the  Department  fails  to  meet  its  responsibilities  by  leading  the 
reader  to  usuume  there  is  integrity  in  the  published  assumptions.    We 
request  that  the  Final  Statement  include  language  that  makes  it  clear 
that  the  Denver  Wat;::  Department  does  not  hold  decrees  for  many  of 
the  increased  out-basin  diversions  assumed  in  the  Draft  Statement.    We 
also  notice  that  this  District  was  not  included  in  the  list  included  within 
the  summary  of  those  organizations  to  whom  the.  Department  of  interior  on 
its  own  made  the  Draft  Statement  available. 


The  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  (the  District), 
created  by  the  Colorado  State  Legislature  in  1937  {Chapter  37  Article  46 
Section  1  01  CRS  1S73),  Is  the  primary  Western  Colorado  Wetter  policy 
body,  and  includes  all  of  12  end  ports  of  3  more  Western  Colorado  Counties. 
The  District  is  governed  by  a  board  of  15  Directors  appointed  by  the  Board 
of  County  Commissioners  of  each  of  the  respective  counties.    This  state  - 
ment  is  submitted  as  instructed  by  the  Board. 

The  Colorado  River  and  its  principal  tributaries  originate  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  District  which  has  responsibilities  for  the  conservation 
and  safe-guarding  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  to  which  Colorado  is 
equitably  entitled  under  the  1922  Colorado  River  Compact.    Further,  the 
District  is  the  holder  of  many  decrees  issued  by  the  Colorado  Water  Courts 
for  the  application  of  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  to  beneficial  use.    The 
District's,  it's  decrees,    many  individual  owners  of  Colorado  River  water 
rights,  and  the  State  of  Colorado  would  b-3  adversely  affected  by  the  actions 
described  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
for  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project. 

Before  we  comment  upon  the  Draft  Statement  itself,  we  make  the 
following  preliminary  remarks: 


The  Statement  is  Inadequate  and  insufficient  especially  in  thai 
it  fails  to  give  full  consideration  to  the  impact  of  the  increased  diversions 
of  high  quality  water  from  the  Colorado  River    Basin  that  it  anticipate:;  to 
supply  the  Foothills  plant. 

Although  our  comments  are  critical  by  definition,  they  arc 
intended  to  provide  positive  input  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
decision  process.    We  hops  they  will  prove  to  be  us&?ut. 

Our  comments  follow: 

CHAPTER  I 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE 

PROPOSED  ACTION 

Maps  1-5  and  1-5  on  pages  1-15  and  1-16  respectively  are 
misleading  to  the  extent  that  there  is  no  location  map,  and  there  is  no 
way  to  relate  the  size  of  the  service  areas  to  the  rest  or  the  state. 

Table  1-1  on  p,ige  1-1?  is  at  [past  part  of  the  basin  for  the 
assumption  that  a  SOO  mgd  plan1,  must  he  built.    The  population  projections 
In  Table  1-4  are  the  bo  sis  for  the  v/ator  reyuiramentfi,    These  population 
figures  are  presumably  from  DRCOG  as  are  those  for  Table  1-5.    However, 
there  is  no  dlscu-ssjo-n  as  to  the  accuracy  or  acceptability  of  the  population 
projection.    An  expert  witness  from  the  U.  S,  Bureau  of  Census  did  not 
wholly  agree  with  the  Denver  Water  henrd  and  DfiOOtJ  population:;  during 
the  trial  (C.A.   2371  ,    1520,    1MB,    in  Water  Division  5)  when  the  Denver 
Wales  Board  failed  to  obtain  [jo-c-cvus  for  water  from  the  same  West  Slops 


streams  this  Draft  Statement  assumes  will  be  diverted  by  Denver  under 
Concepts  A,  B,  and  C  in  Chapter  8.    Wc  request  that  the  Final  State- 
ment include  an  analysis  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  population  pro- 
jections. 

The  assumption  is  made  that  the  plant  must  be  built  to  500 
mgd  to  supply  the  peak  demand  with  no  thought  to  managing  thy  peak. 
The  same  concept  is  stated  further  in  the  Text  on  un-numbered  page 
1-18  where  ws  find,   "Increasing  plant  capacity  to  500  mgd  would  en- 
able the  Denver  Water  Board  to  treat  additional  raw  water  not  yet  developed, 
to  meet  max-day  demand  until  about  2001 ." 

In  the  second  paragraph  on  page  1    19  there  is  a  discussion 
of  the  Denver  Water  Board  having  rights  to  a  total  overage  raw  water 
supply  of  312,200  acre  feet  annually.    Please  explain  how  this 
conclusion  is  reached . 

Under  the  heading lntjrrektlonohip_s_,    wc  find  on  page  1-59   a 
terse  discussion  of  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  on  the  Blue  River.    It 
would  be  appropriate  at  this  point  to  include  a  more  thorough  discussion 
of  the  Blue  River  and  Creen  Mountain  Reservoir  decrees  including  the 
Green  Mountain  Reservoir  refill  decree,  and  Senate  Document  80  (75th 
Congress,  First  Session). 

CHAPTER  ?. 

DESCRIPTION  OF'  THE 

PRESENT  ENVIRONMENT 

At  page  2-21  a  discussion  of  the  Roberts  Tunnel  system  has  a 
st««id  capacity  of  1 ,  000  cubic  feet/second.    We  request  that  language 
be  included  to  avoid  misleading  the  reader  who  might  think  the  Roberts 
Tunnel  has  a  right  to  divert  the  water  at  1 ,000  cubic  feet/second.    Please 
insert  language  setting  forth  the  fact  that  tha  decreed  direct  flow  diversion 
through  the  Roberts  Tunnel  is  limited  to  788  cubic  fect/socond. 

On  page  2-23  in  the  penultimate  paragraph  is  found  language 
"Prior  water  rights  down-stream  on  the  Colorado  River  are  recognized  by 
the  Denver  Water  Board  in  its  operation  of  the  Roberts  Tunnel  and  Moffat 
systems  collection  and  storage  facilities."  .  This  language  makes  the 
Denver  Water  Board  sound  like  an  eleemosynary  institution.  Wo  request 
that  the  words  "are  recognized"  be  stricken  and  the  words  "must  bo 
recognized  under  Colorado  Water  taw."  be  substitute'!. 

On  page  2  -29 ,  we  find  a  brief  discussion  of  ground  water.    We 
request  that  the  Pinal  Statement  include  an  analysis  of  the  extensive  ground 


water  supplies  in  the  Denver  Basin  as  an  alternate  water  supply 

CHAPTER  3 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

OP  THE  PROPOSAL 

Oil  page  3-13  under  the  subheading    , Colorado ,|tivg£ Watershed, 
we  find  "Essentially  there  will  bo  no  impact  on  the  surface  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  Watershed  with  the  project  at  125   mgd."    This  terse  - 
statement  alone  is  not  sufficient.    We  request  the  Final  Statement 
discuss  why  t'.ce  would  be  no  impact.    In  the  second  paragraph  there 
is  a  discussion  of  the  Foothills  Plant  at  a  capacity  of  500  i^gd  and 
the  requirement  of  concurrent  development  of  additional  raw  water  supplies 
and  the  fact  that  several  sources  are  available.    We  find  the  discussion 
that  "Although  no  commitment  to  develop  one  or  more  of  these  potential 
sources  is  to  bo  made  on  the  banis  of  this  Environmental  Statement, 
discussion  of  several  of  these  sources  and  their    general  impacts  are 
presented  in  Chapter  8.   All  of  these  sources  are  tributaries  of  the 
Colorado  River:    Ih::  Eraser,  Williams  Fork,  Blue,  and  Eagle  Rivers." 
This  is  an  indication  of  the  Department  of  Interior's  increasing 
orientation  towards  transmountain  diversion  from  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  regardless  of  decrees  and  almost  totally  ignoring  the  Eastern 
Slope  alternatives  including  the  p-sviously  mentioned  ground  water. 
We  request  the  tone  and  specifics  of  the  Final  Statement  emphasize 
alternative  Eastern  Slope  water  sources  and  the  bias  towards  increasing 
diversions  from  the  Western  Slope  be  eliminated. 

CHAPTER  5 

ADVERSE  IMPACTS  WHICH 

CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED 

At  page  5-2  under  the  heading  Water JkSJiPJJEES&j   anc'  the 
subheading  Surlace_Wa_teii,  in  the  first  paragraph  we  find  the  continuing 
assumption  that  a  500  mgd  plant  must  be  constructed  and  that  the 
additional  raw  water  supplies  must  come  from  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  of  Western  Colorado.  "Colorado  River  Basin  flows  would  reduce 
and  South  Platte  River  flows  would  both  increase  and  decrease  depending 
upon.  .  ."    Wo  request  that  the  Final  Statement  include  a  complete 
analysis  of  the  adverse  impact:-;  on  Western  Colore- io  and  Western 
Colorado  streams  with  full  discussion  of  why  the  Department  of  Interior 
thinks  increased  diversions  from  the  Colorado  River  cannot  be  avoided. 

CHAPTER  G 

No  specific  comments  at  this  time 


No  specific  COir 


CHAPTER  £i 

alteratives  to  the 
prqpo;:.;e.!"i  action 


Throughout  Chapter  H  we  find  the  continuing  assumption 
by  the  Department  of  interior  that  the  only  ttltornaUve  water  supplies 
which  should  be  considered  for  a  500  mgd  plant  are  increased  trans- 
mountain  diversions  of  high  quality  water  from  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.    This  assumption  is  presumably  based  on  information  supplied 
by  the  Denver  Water  Board  but  riot  analyzed  by  th  ■  Department  of 
Interior. 

In  Concepts  A,  B,  and  C,  the  text  maps  arid  figures  discuss 
diversions  of  specific,  amounts  of  water  from  streams  .of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.    This  gives  the  impression  of  careful,  knowledgeable 
calculation.     Indeed  the  Department  of  Interior  must  have  accuuito 
data  to  make  its  decision  to  isuue  or  deny  a  right  of  way  or  use 
permit  for  federal  lands.    The  public,  affectedagcncJ.es  ,  and  decree 
holders  must  also  have  accurate  data  for  informed,  objective 
analysis  and  comment.    Because  the  assumptions  of  stated  amounts 
of  increased  diversions  from  the  Colorado  River  Basin  to  supply  the 
Foothills  treatment  plavl  Is  the  hauls'  of  tin-  entire  draft  report  we 
request  that  the  Department  personnel  who  prepared  the  data  base 
for  the  assumptions  meet  and  discuss  it  with  personnel  of  this 
District.    We  request  discussion  of  the  details  of  the  hydrologic 
and  water  rights  calculations  and  assumptions  and  the  analysis 
used  in  the  determination  of  the  acre  feet  vol.  mes   shown.    We  ask 
specifically  how  the  analysis  tahfva  Into  acconnt  the  Colorado  priority 
system  of  water  rights,  the  Colorado  River  Compact  of  15122,  and  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Coinpucl  of  1948,   how  the  senior  Colorado  River 
Basin  rights  were  to  be  supplied  and  how  the  amounts  Shown  for  out 
b  i;;in   diversion  to  the  Foothills  plant  wci'o  determined  recognizing 
the  fact  that  the  Denver  Wutor  BoAU'd  docs  not  hold  decree:,;  for  the 
water  assumed  to  be  nva-IUibla  in  Chapter  t! . 

Anyone  can  show  numbers  in  a  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
but  the  Depatlmenl  of  Interior  which  has  lately  claimed  to  be  expert  in 
Colorado  and  western  water  resources  law,  has  the  responsibility  to 
substantiate-  its  numbers.     It  apinWS  possible  that  the  Department  of 
Interior  did  not  investigate  Whether  or  not  the  Denver  Water  Board  holds 


decrees  for  Colorado  River  Basis'  Water  assumed  to  bo  available  to 
Foothills.     Wo  request  the  data  base,  hydroloyc  and  water  rights 
assumptions  be  shown  in  dt  tail  in  the  Pinal  Statement  or  that  the 
Pinal  Statement  show  that  the  Colorado  River  Br.xi.i  water  assumed 
to  be  available  to  PooLhilh;  is  not  available  or  is  seriously  questionable. 

The  graphs  of  Ff.qures  8-1  and  8-2  on  pa^ey  0-7  and  '.  0 
respectively  imply  the  Depntmei  '  ol  Interi'.'s  concurrence  that  peak 
demands  should  be  addressed  through  massive  eHpital  investment 
instead  of  giving  consideration  to  the  alternative  of  the  management 
of  peaks . 

In  the  first  full  paragraph  on  page  B--I2,  th\  re  is  a 
discussion  of  police  methods  to  restrict  irrigation  for  horticultural 
purposes  in  residential  areas.     On  pages  8-14  and  8-1  ti  there  is 
brief  discussion  of  recycling  waste  water  as  a  water  conservation 
measure  but  the  two  are  not  addressed  together  and  indeed  on  page 
SIS  v.'c  find  in  the  last  son'ance  "System  improvement.';  and  recycling 
appear  nut  to  bo  feasible  in  the  immediate  future."     Although  direct 
recycling  for  drinking  purposes  ha:;  recognized  economic,  technological, 
and  psychological  limitations  the  Draft  Statement  does  not  mention  the 
city  of  Colorado  Springs1   successful  recycling  program  which  is  used 
almost  exclusively  lor  paries,  golf  courses,  median  strips,  and  other 
horticultural  purposes  to  reduce  the  draft,  on  their  capital   investment 
requirement  for  water  trcatmont  plants.     There  is  no  mention  Of  the 
advantages  of  dual  systems  with  one  utnng  reclaimed  water  for  lawns 
and  horticultural  irrigation.    We  request  that  there  be  an  extensive 
analysis  of  recycling  for  non-human  user;  and  the  ausotd'Ued  effect 
on  capacity  requirements,  capital  investment,  and  future  diversions 
from  the  Western  Slope,  and  that  it  be  presented  in  the  Final  Statement. 

Metering  is  given  only  cursory  treatment.     On  page  8-13, 
there  is  a  brief  dlsc.usstoi.  und:-*r  the  subheading  Universal  Melcri'v; 
of  rate  escalation  associated  with  netering.    It  appears  likely  that 
the  installation  of  meters  could  reduce  consumption  on  the  B9,5t)0 
urimetcred  taps  in  Denver  by  !  EJ ,  000  to  25 ,  000  acre  feet  of  water  per 
y.'dr.     The  Denver  Water  Department  bus  stated  in  the  media  that  it 
would  cost  $30  million  to  install  meters.    This  in  approximately  1/3 
of  the  capital  investment  Denver  experts  havo  testified  to  the  legis- 
lature would  bo  required     to  develop  and  divert  23,  (JUO  acre  feel 
annually  from  the  West  Slope. 

The  Draft  Statement  does  not  discuss  costs  of  winters  vs. 
capital  investment  for  treatment  plants  or  related  tmnsmmmtoln 
diversions.    We  ripest  that  these  subjects  lie  analysed  in  detail   in 


the:  Pival  Statement.    We  also  rnf,p,mst  that  the  Deportment  of  Interior 
analyze  the  Danvor  Water  Board's  financial  statements  for  an  objective 
determination  of  the  DWii's  ability  to  finance  say  the  front-end  invest- 
ment in  universal  metering. 

On  page  8*1  5,  in  the  third  full  paragraph  under  the  subheading 
wJUer.,Re:x' ureas    is  the  comment  that  "Average  annual  flows  downstream 
of  Dillon  Dam  would  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  increased  diversions 
through  Roberts  Tunnel."    This  statement  appears  to  assume  that  the 
Blue  River  decreet;  and  stipulations  arc  to  be  ignored.    We  request  that 
this  comment  be  clarified  in  the  Pinal  Statement. 

The  last  paragraph  under  the  subheading    Wfiter  Jiejsourcej  is 
a  cursory  discussion  of  the  increased  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River 
caused  by  increased  out  basin  diversions.    We  request  that  a  full 
analysis  of  the  salinity  detriments  including  economic  effects  in  tho 
Colorado  River  Basin  in  Colorado  caused  by  increased  trans  mountain 
diversions  bo  presented  in  the  Final  Statnrm  .:!■. 

Under  the  heading  AJ;tejrateJ^ew_Soui'cep.,o!:  Raw_Wtiter_ 
the  introductory  discussion  begins  at  page  8-29  continue;  to  the 
addendum  on  page  8  29a  and  concludes  on  page  8-31  .    In  a  November 
l ,  J  976  letter  tho  Department  of  Interior  directed  that  this  redraft  of 
the  Foothills  Environmcn.      Statement  include  tho  discussion  of  now 
sources  of  raw  water  to  moat,  the  500  mad  capacity  of  tho  Foothills 
treatment  plant  and  that: 

"The  subject  document  should  also  be  expanded 
to  identify  and  assess  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  the  various  alternative  sources  of 
water  supply,  storage,  and  transmission,  including 
transmountain  diversion  if  necessary  that  could 
reasonably  be  axpeoted  to  meet  the  500  mgd  capacity 
of  the  Foothills  treatment  plant.    The  discussion  of 
alternative  sources  of  water  supply  and  storage  facilities 
.should  include: 

a)  the  Chatflold  reservoir; 

b)  enlargement  of  Gross  reservoir; 

c)  extension  of  tho  Williams  For!;  Collection  system; 

d)  transfer  of  South  Platte  and  bear  Creek  ditch 
rights; 

e)  exchange  of  transmountain  effluent; 

f)  the  proposed  Two  Forks  project-   " 

"Because  specific  supply  sources  or  systems  have'  not 
been  proposed  at  this  time,  these  alternatives  should  be 
treated  generally  as  to  their  adequacy  in  terms  of  single 
units,  or  in  combination  to  supply  the  500  mgd  I'oothilU, 
treatment  operation.    U  should  also  be  fruted  that  a  future 
site-si.     ific  environmental  asftespment  will  be  required 


for  any  eventual  dec! 
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It  is  Our  intention  to  discuss  those 
alternatives  which  can  reasonably  be  expected 
to  enable  the  Denver  Wo  tor  Board  to  ha-  e  waters 
available  for  ireatmen:  at  a  Foothills     ■      'it  with 
a  capacity  of  30G  myd .    The  facllitfos;   .  ..50olatcd 
with  such  alternatives  may  include  sto.v,ge  and 
collection  systems  on  the  West  Slope,  Fast 
Slope  storage  necessary  to  regulate  transmountain 
diversion  and/or  waters  obtained  through  acquisition 
of  agricultural  water  rights. 

There  will  b*   no  attempt  to  show  enrjinoerin;i 
feasibility  or  economic  Justification  £or  any  of  the 
water  supply  alternatives.    The  discussion  of  waiei 
supply  alternatives  will      „■  limited  to    s  few  (two  or 
three)  most  reasonable  methods  of  meeting  the  503 
mgd  requirements  for  the  Foothills  plant.    Reclamation 
will  furnish  complete    wrltaups  on  each.  .  ." 

Although  we  are  somewhat  encouraged  Hint  the  Department 
appears  to  recognize  that  an  environmental  impact  statement  (s)  must 
bo  submitted  for  new  out  basin  diversions  from  the  Colorado  River  we 
are  appalled  that  there  is  no  mention  or  KCQ-piifion  thai  the  Department 
must  take  into  account  Colorado's  appropriation  priority  system 
governing  water  resources. 


Chapter  8  is  not  a  thorough  investigation  of  all  viabl 
alternate  new  sources  of  raw  water,  but  instead  makes  the  cont 
assumption  that  I)  Transmountain  diversion;-;  shall  be  tho  prima i 

source  of  law  water  for  Foothills  and  2}  that  the  plu  nt  must  bo  1 
at  tho  Foothills  sitb.  This  District  recognized  that  the  DWB  ha; 
decrees  to  Dillon  Reservoir  and  the  Roberta  Tunnel  and  t3ii.it  the 
merit  plan:  can  be  buili  at  the  optimum  location.  Howow.  ,  the 
niont  of  Interior  apparently  not  considered  <is  >t  "viable  aliornat 
source  of  water"  the  large  amounts  of  available  ground  water  in 
Denver  Basin,  other  alternatives  and  the  possibility  of  other  \ 
treatment  plant  sites. 
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This  sec    on  in:. feed  discusses  three  alternate1  "new  sources" 
in  three  concepts,  A,  b,  and  C  to  provide  raw  water  supplies  to  ihc 
Denver  Water  Board'-:  rft&tropoJitrui  rmrvinb  area  .    The  discussion  is 
limited  to  suv&'CC  wvtcr  to  meet  the  assumed  requirement  for  a  Mil)  mgd 
plant  at  the  foothills  location. 

In  each  of  the  concepts  the  Department  of  Interior  assumes 
increased  transmountain  diversion  of  high  quality  water  without 
consideration  of  the  fact  that  in  most  eases  Denver  doe.-:  not  hold 
decrees  for  the  water.    In  Civil  Actions  2371  ,  i  549,  and  l  MS  the  Master 
Referee  ruled  that  " . .  .there's  been  no  demonstration  that  the'  board  oi 
W.iLor  Commissioners  of  the  C.^y  and  County  of    Denver  formed  a 
definite  intent  as  of  the  date  claimed  to  proceed  wltn  those  project1'. . . ." 
He  ruled  that  the  DWB  did  not  show  it  intends  to  appropriate  water  from 
the  West  Slope  streams  that  are  assumed  in  the  Draft  Statement  to 
be  available  to  supply  Foothills.    We  request  that  the  Final  Statement 
Include  detailed  discussion  explaining  v?hy  the  Department  of  Interior 
has  assumed  Colorado  River  Basin  Water  should  be  diverted  to  Una 
Foothills  plant  when  the  DWB  did  not  form  an  intention  to  divert  it. 


The  Master  Referee  oonti 
by  Denver  should  be  denied." 


Concept  A 


lued , 


,  .that  the  decrees  sought 


At   page  8-32  and  Tdble  tf-14  on  paua  8-35  we  find  language 
that  indicates  the  enlargement  oi  the  Moffat  system  and  Roberts  Tunnel 
would  increase  diversion  from  the  Western  Slope  by  approximately 
52,000  acre  feet;  this  includes  collection  from  Straight  Creek  diverted 
to  Dillon  Reservoir,    We  request  that  the  Department  of  Interior  to 
explain  the  source  of  its  d:Ua  and  calculations  whereby  the  increases 
of  19,000  from  the  Mof.'at  system  and  33,000  from  Lhn  Roberts  Tunnel 
is  determined  and  the  basis  of  the  decision  assuming  diversion  Jrujn 
Straight  Creek. 

At  page  8-5-6  there  is  discussion  of  tourism  and  recreation  in 
Dillon  Reservoir.  The  DWB  holds  decrees  for  Dillon  Reservoir  end  in 
supplying  a  water  treatment  plant  at  the  Foothills  may  draw  essentially 
all  of  tho  water  from  Dilion  Reservoir.  We  request  that  tho  Final  State- 
ment include  an  analysis  an  tho  effect  on  recreation  as  a  result  of  the 
DWli  drawing  ail  of  or  nearly  till  of  the  water  out  of  Dillon  Reservoir. 

Concept  R 

Concept  B  includes  additional  emphasis  on  the  Qx"cbnny«  of 
treated  Denver  sewage  effluent  for  agricultural  water  and  increased 


diversion  frrmi  lh.:  blue  Riwr  Ba*iin.    Thv  Bit"!  River  decree  <uvi  stip- 
ulation In  the  eon1  'Udated  crc:b  (C..A.  ft  %7i)A,  1=01  S,  and  5017) 
addi      :   the   question  of  Dcvcr  being  renuh",  i  to  rouse-  wa!  :r  trans- 
verted  from  the  bb.r:  River.    Although  tiu'  proposal  in  Concept  D  may 
or  ma  ■  ii'  il  be;  Inconsistent  with  the  blue  River  decide  and  stipulations, 
it  does  noi  appv.r  thai  Concept  B  addressed  Mm  rjuention  of  the  required 
pro  tenia  reduction  of  diversion;,  fiam  the  Blue  River  as  sot  forth  in 
paragraph  4(g)  of  the  slij  utellon.    Wo  i^qucfst  that  the  Final  Statcsu-mt 
ndJi.ess  thnl    provision . 

Concept  0 

Again  wo  find  the  assump'.h  n  by  the  Department  of  Interior 
that  it  can  substitute  It's  judgement  for  Colorado  Water  Law.    Here  it 
is  assumed  that  there  .is  in  be  12?,-fl0t'  ncre  font  of  new  tmnsversions , 
47,000  acre  feet  from  tho  Moffel  uiid  70,000  from  the  Roberts  Tunnel 
collection  system  with  f'traight.  Ciecl:  and  the  Eagle  Diversion. 
Concerning  the  "Eagle  Diversion" ,  we  request  that  the  I'inr-il  Statement 
addrusa  the  following  facts: 

The  Denver  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  docs  have  a 
decree  for  Homestnke  Creek  and  Dtyle  KWcr  waters  which  the  Draft 
assu  -  ■:..  to  be  capable  of  supply-' rrj  3?,,ono  acre  feet  (Figure  8-5, 
page  El-95).    We  request,  the  Department  Lo  explain  how  ii  dotermi.;   d  that 
32,000  acre  feet  is  available  to  the  1'oothi.Hs  plant  when  Denver  is 
junior  in  the  priority  syslc   i  on  1 1  nss.'siuke  Creek  and  the  L'agle  River  to 
both  the  existing  Homos  take  Project!  and  its  expansion  owned  by  the 
cities  of  Colorado  Springs  and  Aurora,  and  th's  Colorado  Riwr  Water 
Conservation  District's  Radclfff  Project  pending  before  the  Pcderal 
Power  Commission. 

We  request  nlso  thnl  the  Dnjnrtfi    'Hi  address   in  tiot-iU  its 
decision  thtt  36,000  acre  f«   t  will  b--  evibible  to  Denver  fro:::  that 
portion  of  the  system  Ir^ie'r  "Lower  T>.;le"  on  Figure  B-5  on  p'ge  El-95 
When  the  Denver  Water  bo.-.id  does  not  have  a  decree  fcr  the  water. 

On  pages  fi-96  ihrough  &-9IJ  und'  r  the  subheading  Desen ptjon 
Eoa>Hropjmd  '    ,',n.1'l;  *n.j  there  if.  a  brief  discus  >U>n  of  the  energy  reqidr^d 
for  pnmpiinj.     ..'a  fi;.      'm    p-jfjEj  8-9S  that  a  pnro;\.tmn  tely  17  million  !;i!ov,'att 
hours  avc:ra*:a  annual  eiv-ryy  would  be  rerpitrec   fei   |  nmp.ing.    AHhouyh 
there  is  a  subr.tdt  ion  lornied  on  the  south  side  of  Intrr-Jf-MO  70  n-risr 
Wolcotl  and  a  co-"'l  fired  t1,  -;ma'  power  r'ant  near  Tliydon  there  is  no 
discussion  of  t'nc  ability  ol  the  e;:i.'ittn'j  fHtil'liOii  to  meet  a  land  require  ■ 
mont  of  17  million  kilO'.-vii  hours  i     :  ye.u  .     Instead  wc  und-rsS:  rs:l  fran  ' 
other  sources  tha'  iioi  only  is  the  outp'i!  of  tlv:  !-!-',yden  i-'eui  totally 
comciiltrd  in  -uhi'is  but  ih"  nutpui  of  the  Yvmp;i  plant  now  unck-: 
coiu-ii'uction  in  C'mi'i  is  likcwb      camnvibed  to  oihrirs,    'iht-i1-.:  L~  no 
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discussion  of  the  pollution  load  arid  associated  air  quality  deterioration 
that  would  be  caused  by   17  million  kilowatt  hours  per  yeur   pros  Ufa  wbly 
to  be  generated  by  thermal  fire  power  plants.    Wc  request  chat  tho 
Final  Statement  include  an  analysis  oH  the  availability  of  pumping   energy 
and  its  sources  including  the  option  that  tho  encryy  be  generated  and  the 
pollution  load  assumed  in  Metropolitan  Denver  and  not  on  the  Western 
Slope . 

On  page  8-1  01  ,  we  find  Lhc\  following  sentence  which  appears 
to  be  added  as  a  disclaimer:  "The  operation  of  the  expanded  William  (sic) 
Fori:  collection  system  would  be  consistent  with  Colorado  Water  Lciw  and 
other  legal  agreements,  the  need  for  additional  water  in  Denver,  and  the 
capacity  of  the  DWB's  system  to  transport  and  store  water."  We  request 
that  this  statement  be  expanded  and  made  clear  as  to  its  meaning  in  tins 
Final  Statement. 

On  page  8-104  in  the  second  full  paragraph  wc  find  a 
discussion  expressing  concern  over  salinity  water  quality  of  tho  waters 
to  be  stored  at  the  WolcotL  Dam  site  for  the  subsequent  transversion. 
In  the  next  paragraph  the  text  is  solicitous  of  the  quality  of  the  Fraaer, 
Williams  Fork,  and  Dillon  Reservoir  for  the  waters  to  be  Ira ns verted . 
We  observe  that  the  Department  of  Interior  is  leas  than  concerned  about 
the  effects  on  salinity  water  quality  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  as  a 
result  of  the  transversion.    We  request  that  the  Department's  policies 
be  changed  and  the  change  be  reflected  in  the  Final  Statement. 

Tii  .re  is  a  brief  discussion  of  the  effects  of  increased  out 
basin  diversions  on  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  on  page  ■ .  -1 1  □, 
The  discussion  is  limited  and  tends  to  reflect  the  attitude  that  nothing 
can  be  done  to  mitigate  or  reduce  the  damage  and  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  in  Western  Colorado  must  simply  bear  the  burden  of  the  increased 
salinity.    We  request  th.'t  the  issue  bo  addressed  in  detail  and  that  the 
economical  damage  resulting  from  the  increased  salinity  caused  by 
increased  transversion  of  high  quality  water    be  addressed  in  detail  and 
that  no    right  of  way  or  use  permit  be  issued  bj   the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  for  the  Foothills  treatment  complex  without  provision  for  and 
enforcement  of  the  assignment  of  the  salinity  burden  and  economic  damag.T 
to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  water  users  caused  by  diversions  of  high 
quality  water  from  the  Colorado  River  Basin  to  the  Foothills  treatment 
pla  nt , 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  Office 

30RO  E  Main 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City  Colorado  81212 

To  Whom  It  Hay  Concern: 

I  would  like  the  following  statement  to  be  entered  into  the  officials 
comments  about  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
on  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project. 

I  wish  to  address  my  comments  to  the  socio-economic  sections  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statement  for  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project,  As  a  consulting 
sociologist  who  has  been  involved  in  community  studies  for  a  decade  and  in  the 
assessment  of  social  impacts  due  to  large-scale  projects  for  about  a  half  dozen 
years,  I  have  to  call  into  serious  question  the  adequacy  of  the  socio-economic 
descriptions,  projections,  and  analyses  of  this  particular  EIS. 

First,  there  is  no  adequate  description  of  the  relevant  socio-economic 
conditions,  and  hence  no  adequate  projections  of  possible  impacts  upon  them, 
_An  adequate  socio-economic  description  of  a  community  would  have  to  include 
descriptions  of  its  institutions  (government,  education,  religion,  economy, 
recreation,  and  social  services),  its  underlying  cultural  beliefs,  values,  and 
norms,  and  how  these  social  features  are  related  to  the  physical  form  of  the 
community.  Essentially  an  adequate  socio-economic  description  tells  what  human 
life  is  like  just  as  an  adequate  physical  environment  description  tells  what 
animal  and  botanical  life  are  like.   The  EIS  contains  far  better  descriptions 
of  the  flora  and  fauna  and  the  amphibians  and  Bighorn  sheep  than  of  human  life! 

Second,  there  is  an  arbitrary  delineation  of  the  impact  area  in  that  the 
EIS  confines  its  investigation  largely  to  the  geographic  area  immediately  around 
the  project  site.  While  one  cannot  state  with  certainty  what  the  impacts  of  the 
Foothills  Project  would  be  on  metropolitan  Denver's  population,  there  is  at  very 
least  the  obligation  to  investigate  that  instead  of  arbitrarily  assuming  that 
there  will  be  no  population  impact.   The  EIS  accepts  and  adopts  the  population 
projections  formulated  by  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of   Governments.  Hovever» 
those  very  projections  assume,  among  other  conditions,  the  presence  of  the  infra- 
structure necessary  to  sustain  the  level  of  population  growth  projected.  So, 
the  EIS  is  in  the  self-contradictory  position  of  utilizing  population  projections 
which  assume  infrastructure-construction  to  argue  that  infrastructure-construc- 
tion will  not  impact  Population! 
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In  light  of  these  incapacitating  shortcomings  -  the  total  absence  of  any 
adequate  socio-economic  descriptions,    projections  and  analyses,   and  the  adher- 
ence to  questionable  and  self-contradictory  assumptions   -  the  EIS  must  be  de- 
clared utterly  useless. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express   these  comments. 


United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

forest  service 

11177  Weil  8th  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  25127 

Lakewood,  Colorado  80225 
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District  Manager 

Canon  City  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3080  East  Main  St 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Sir: 


Following  are  the  comments  from  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Rocky  Mountain 
Region,  on  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project  Draft  Environmental  Statement. 

Chapter  1  -  Proposed  Action 

Paae 

1-9      It  1s  not  correct  to  state  that  the  Forest  Service  has  decided  to 
issue  a  special  use  permit  for  rights-of-way.  The  Forest  Service 
action  is  to  decide  whether  a  special  use  permit  will  be  granted. 
Additonally,  BLM  and  FS  R-0-W  must  be  compatible;  either  one  R-0-W 
written  jointly  or  two  R-0-W's  written  so  as  to  not  conflict.  Me 
suggest  that  the  next  to  last  sentence  under  United  States  Forest 
Service  be  rewritten  to  read  "The  U.S.  Forest  Service  will  determine 
if  rights-of-way  are  to  be  approved  and,  if  so,  the  appropriate 
permits  will  be  granted. 

1-31     It  is  not  practical  to  cut  products  in  this  area  and  sell  them  to 
the  public  due  to  the  area's  isolation,  steep  slopes,  size  of 
material,  and  low  product  values  involved.  To  be  marketed  this 
material  would  have  to  be  hauled  out  for  the  public's  access. 

1-32     The  revised  DES  appears  to  have  made  a  major  change  in  the  proposed 
widths  for  the  access  road  in  the  South  Platte  Canyon.  As  now 
proposed,  the  entire  roadway  would  be  22  feet  wide.  The  original 
proposal,  which  reflected  agreements  by  several  agencies,  called 
for  two  sections  of  14-foot  roadway  with  turnouts  (station  247+71 
to  275+83  at  the  Keystone  Bridge,  and  station  340+50  to  350+50). 
These  narrow  sections  would  preserve  aesthetically  pleasing  segments 
of  the  road  with  narrow  rock  cuts  over  the  old  DSP&P  railway.  .It 
would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  construct  a  22-foot  roadway 
through  these  sections  without  unacceptable  damage  to  the  rock  canyon 
walls,  or  the  stream,  or  both.  We  feel  these  two  segments  should  be 


constructed  as  a  14-foot  roadway-  with  turnouts  as  originally  planned. 
It  is  not  made  clear  why  a  22.*foot  roadway  is  necessary  for  both  the 
proposed  Action  (p,  1-32}  and  the.  Lower  Dam  Minor  Alternative  (p.  8-26), 
while  it  is  acceptable  to  upgrade  the  road  to  a  14»feot  width  with 
turnouts  for  the  Upstream  Dam  Alternative  (p,  8-22}, 

1-34     The  construction  of  the  staging  area  will  be  a  serious  impact  on  the 
1-35     Stevens  Gulch,  area.  The  staging  area  is  given  as  about  4  acres  (page 
1-34).  The  staging  area  as  shown  on  Figure  1-9  (p.  1*35)  is  confined 
between  the  access  road  and  the  rerouted  stream  and  appears  to  scale 
approximately  1.7  acres.  The  question  arises  as  to  the  size  of  staging 
area  required  by  the  DWB.  If   the  area  can  only  provide  1,7  acres,  will 
it  be  adequate,  or  will  they  be  looking  elsewhere  for  additonal  area? 
Since  the  staging  area  will  be  built  within  the  narrow  confines  between 
the  road  and  the  stream,  the  DES  should  provide  more  detailed  infor- 
mation concerning  this  area.  There  appears  to  be  a  discrepancy  regarding 
the  location  of  Stevens  Gulch  stream  channel  and  the  existing  road. 
Figure  1-9  {p.  1-35)  show  the  existing  road  east  of  the  stream  channel, 
while  Figure  3-14  shows  the  road  on  the  west  side  of  the  channel. 

1-37     The  construction  of  aerial  power  and  telephone  lines  is  indicated. 
The  report  later  points  out  that  this  has  substantial  adverse  visual 
impact.  Aerial  lines  may  be  satisfactory  on  a  temporary  basis, 
however,  permanent  installations  should  go  underground.  Forest 
policy  is  to  bury  all  telephone  lines  and  powerlines  under  32  KV  unless 
there  are  extenuating  circumstances.  This  is  especially  important  in 
areas  where  recreation  and  aesthetics  are  key  values  and  public  use 
is  very  diversified  and  intense.  A  recommendation  for  burial  was 
conveyed  from  the  Forest  Service  to  the  BLM  on  September  27,  1974, 
in  our  review  and  analysis  of  the  proposed  Foothills  project. 

1-38     The  disposal  of  material  from  the  excavation  of  the  tunnel  is 
1-39     discussed  somewhat  weakly.  Forty  percent  of  the  tunnel  waste,  or 
roughly  57,000  cubic  yards,  would  be  generated  at  the  Stevens  Gulch 
portal.  This  material  is  to  be  deposited  "in  a  valley  or  draw 
approximately  400  feet  from  the  portal  along  the  road  to  the  top  of 
the  dam."  Excess  material  would  be  hauled  to  "another  disposal 
site"  in  the  reservoir  area.  This  is  a  rather  vague  statement 
considering  the  amount  of  tunnel  waste  requiring  disposal. 

Chapter  2  -  Description  of  Present  and  Future  Environment 

2-28     On  page  2-28  it  states  the  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  River 

was  designed  to  handle  a  sustained  flow  of  680  CFS  and  a  peak  discharge 
of  1020  CFS  for  "short-lived  periods."  The  North  Fork  flows  at 
about  500  CFS  now.  An  additional  580  CFS  is  needed  to  handle  the 
additonal  500  mgd  for  the  new  facilities.  It  would  appear  that  flows 
would  be  in  excess  of  present  channel  capacity  in  the  North  Fork. 
The  DES  needs  a  statement  that  North  Fork  will  be  studied  prior 
to  increasing  flows  above  680  CFS,  as  increasing  flows  above  this 
amount  could  result  in  loss  of  the  limited  area  suitable  and 
available  for  recreation.  (See  pages  2-103  and  3-59.} 


2-103 


We  invite  your  attention  to  a  potential  danger  of  using  a  general 
map  to  determine  averages  for  project  type  work.  The  SCS  sediment 
yield  map  used  for  the  calculations  states,  "It   should  not  be  used 
for  design  purposes  at  individual  local  sites,"  (P2-51  second  para.) 
We  question,  also,  if  the  same  method  was  used "for  the  calculations 
in  para.  5,  P3-27. 

On  page  2-100  it  indicates  that  the  Bighorn  sheep  may  leave  in 
the  future  without  construction,  primarily  due  to  disease  and 
increased  human  pressure.  This  may  not  be  an  accurate  predicition 
because  the  status  of  the  sheep  is  subject  to  management,  in 
that,  intensity  of  use  by  people  can  be  controlled.  In  additon 
lungworm  can  be  prevented  and  transplanting  is  possible. 

The  next  to  last  paragraph  should  be  changed  to  read  "...returned  to 
Federal  ownership  through  exchange,  purchase  or  donation." 

Chapter  3  -  Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposal 

3-13     A  more  comprehensive  analysis  of  impacts  and  opportunties 

foregone  due  to  increased  flow  in  the  North  Fork  of  the  South 
Platte  would  be  desirable.  DWB  does  have  a  ELM  right-of-way 
water  easement  for  public  lands,  however,  they  must  accomplish 
the  project  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner. 

In  October  1963  the  Denver  Water  Board  agreed  to  a  set  of  stipu- 
lations attached  to  their  easement  for  the  Roberts  Tunnel. 
Stipulation  No.  10  states,  "If  water  releases  from  the  Roberts 
Tunnel  are  required  in  an  amount  that  would  result  in  unreasonable 
or  substantial  damage  to  the  natural  stream  channel  located 
within  the  National  Forest,  suitable  protective  devices  will  be 
constructed  or  other  preventative  measures  taken  prior  to  such 
releases." 

3-54     Cultural  Resources:  It  appears  that  cultural  resources  have  been 
adequately  addressed  in  this  document.  It  is  not  clear,  however, 
how  thoroughly  the  potential  impact  areas  have  been  examined  for 
archeological  material.  Obviously,  some  survey  has  been  completed, 
but  this  should  be  clarified. 

3-55     We  disagree  that  the  integrity  of  the  Keystone  Bridge  would  be 
"lost  either  through  removal,  destruction,  modification,  etc." 
The  bridge  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
as  an  object,  not  a  site.  It  was  not  listed  because  of  its 
historical  significance  in  place  on  the  old  railroad  bed.  Moving 
the  bridge  would  still  retain  integrity  of  its  architecture  as 
would  modifications,  i.e.,  building  another  bridge  just  downstream. 

3-59     The  effects  of  draw-down  of  44  feet  on  Dillion  Reservoir  would 
be  ^jery   substantial  in  terms  of  visual  and  recreation  impacts. 
The  report  does  not  adequately  analyze  and  evaluate  the  implications 
of  this  as  well  as  possible  measures  to  mitigate  the  adverse  impacts 
created. 


Chapter  4  -  Mitigating  Measures 

Increased  fire  hazard  due  to  accelerated  actiyity  ift  the  area 
should  be  analyzed  to  determine  mitigation  measures  needed. 

Deposition  of  waste  as  well  as  rehabilitation  of  disturbed  sites 
should  be  handled  on  a  site  specific  basis.  A  rehabilitation 
plan  should  be  developed  for  each  site  disturbing  project. 

4-3     We  suggest  the  words  "during  periods  of  water  shortage"  be  deleted 
from  Item  7  on  Page  4-3.  Minimum  bypass  flows  should  be  maintained, 
especially  during  periods  of  water  shortage.  A  statement  should  be 
included  to  guarantee  a  freshet  once  a  year  for  24  to  48  hours  if 
siltation  becomes  a  problem  from  sustained  low  flows. 

4-5     Since  the  bridge  is  located  on  National  Forest  lands  and  is  federal 
property,  Forest  Service  concurrence  will  also  be  necessary.  Also, 
will  the  BLM,  or  will  the  Denver  Water  Board  prepate  the  l05/2b 
statement? 


Other  minor  alternatives  which  should  have  been  considered  and 
evaluated  would  include  a)  project  access  alternatives  and  b) 
waste  material  deposition. 

\S.  H.^IANKS 
"-^Deputy  Regional  Forester,  Resources 


4-7      The  DES  should  concer  R-0-W  needs  on  all  governmental  lands. 

Could  add  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  BLM  will  coordinate 

with  all  federal  agencies  to  see  that  R-O-W  requirements  are  consistent 

with  each  agency's  resource  protection  requirements. 

Chapter  5  -  Adverse  Impacts  Which  Cannot  be  Avoided 

5-14     We  disagree  with  comment  that  the  Keystone  Bridge  would  be 

destroyed.  Comments  relative  to  page  3-55  apply  here  also.  The 
original  setting  would  be  changed  or  modified,  but  the  significance 
of  the  bridge  (architecture)  would  only  be  destroyed  by  destruction 
of  the  bridge. 

Chapter  8  -  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action 

In  Chapter  8,  "Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action",  it  is  pointed 
out  that  the  development  of  terminal  reservoirs  would  minimize 
recreation  use  for  water  quality  reasons.  A  key  resource  value  of 
public  land  in  this  area  is  recreation.  Any  proposal  for  the 
development  of  a  large  reservoir  on  National  Forest  land  which 
would  exclude  intensive  public  recreation  would  be  questionable, 
especially  on  the  Front  Range. 

The  report  could  be  strengthened  with  more  evaluation  of  minor 
alternatives,  especially  economics.'  Three  alternatives  needing 
additional  evaluation  include:  a)  replacement  of  the  dam  access  road 
with  a  construction  elevator,  b)  road  construction  standards  and 
operation,  and  c)  power line  and  telephone  line  burial. 


iited  STATES  Department  of  Agr 

forest  SERVICE 

,11177  West  8th  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  25127 

Lakewood,  Colorado  80225 
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January  6,  1978 


Mr.   Dale  Andrus 

Director,   Colorado  State  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  700,   Colorado  State  Bank  Building 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  80203 

Dear  Dale, 

At  our  January  5  meeting  with  you  and  representatives  of  the  Public  Service 
Company  of  Colorado  and  Denver  Water  Board,  we  agreed  to  write  you  a  clarifica- 
tion of  the  Forest  Service  position  regarding  powerline  construction  on  National 
Forest  land.     In  particular,  we  are  writing  regarding  the  comment  on   page  9-75 
of  the  draft  Final   ES  for  the  Foothills  Project  referring  to  Forest  policy  and  the 
statement  that  "A  recommendation   for  burial   was  conveyed  from  the   Forest  Service 
to  the  BLM  on  September  27,  1974,  in  our  review  and  analyses  of  the  proposed 
Foothills   project." 

This  recommendation  from  the  Forest  Supervisor  of  the  Pike  and  San   Isabel   National 
Forests  is  based  on  coordinating  requirements  previously  approved  by  this  office. 
These  are  requirements  which  are  normally  considered  necessary  to  accomplish 
multiple  use  management  objectives,  which  include  visual   quality  objectives. 
Variations   from  policy  can  be  permitted  on  analysis  of  specific  projects. 

I  believe  this  clarification  allows,  in  the  subject  case,  the  overhead  installation 
of  the  powerline  as  a  viable  alternative  to  burial   providing  that  visual   impacts  are 
acceptably  mitigated  through  application  of  proper  landscape  design  techniques  in 
construction.     These  techniques  will   be  spelled  out  in  detail   for  adherence  by  the 
powerline  applicant,  should  an  affirmative  decision  be  rendered  on  the  applications 
for  the  Foothills  Project. 

Members  of  my  staff  are  scheduled  to  work  with  your  staff  on  January  6  to  modify 

those  portions  of  the  draft  Final   ES  in  a  manner  which  reflects  the  above  clarification. 


Sincerely, 


enal   Forester 


COLORADO  CHAPTER  of 


0   0058 


THE  AMERICAN  SOCIETY  OF  LANDSCAPE  ARCHITECTS 

P.O.  BOX  6143,  DENVER,  COLORADO  80206 


Se^teaber  23,    1977 


Dave   Taliaferro 

Team  Leader 

PoothillB  ISnvironmental  Statement 

Canon  City  District  Office,  BLM 

30oO  bast  Main  Street 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

In  review  of  ttta  Foothills  Draft  Environmental  Statement  we  find  that  there 
are  two  areas  of  critical  concern  to  the  Colorado  Chapter  of  the  American 
Society  of  Landscape  Architects  (ASLA) .   These  concerns  are  twofold,  including  - 
the  recreation  potential  of  the  Waterton  Canyon  area  and  conservation  alter- 
natives involving  vater  use  and  landscape  practices. 

RECREATION 

Chapter  1    Description  of  the  Proposed  Action 

We  find  that  in  Chapter  1,  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action,  there  is  little 
mention  of  the  recreation  opportunities  related  to  the  pxor;osvd  Strontia 
Springs  Dam  with  the  exception  of  the  road  from  South  Platte  to  the  uoper 
end  of  the  reservoir  (p&ga  1-34). 

The  following  questions  should  be  addressed: 

1,  Will  there  he  any  form  of  access  (road  or  trail)  along 
the  edge  of  the  reservoir  above  the  Dam  Crest  Road? 

2,  How  will  the  edge  of  the  reservoir  h«  treated? 

Until  these  questions  are  answered  ve  cannot  assess  ^he  impacts  of  this 


Mr.  Taliaferro 

Foothills  Environmental  Statement 

September  23,  1  '77 

Page  tvio 


Chapter  2   Keurcation  Resources 

Discussions  on  pages  2-ftO  to  2-81  indicate  the  uniquen*  ss  of  the  Waterton 
Canyon  in  terms  of  itsscenic  quality,  wildlife,  canoeing,  fishing,  cultural 
features,  etc.   Two  areas  of  ;oncrrn  that  are  not  addressed  include  tho 
recreation  values  that  the  estimated  10  OOO  annual  visitors  place  on 
Hate  J?  ton  Canyon  and  the  relationship  of  the  canyon  to  future  rea  eation 
planning.   T..e  following  topics  should  he  addressed: 

1,   Specific  use  data  associated  with  the  Waterton  Canyon 
visitors. 


Future  recreation  plans  assojiatt--ti 
River  and  how  they  involve  Waterto 


with  the  : 
i  Canyon. 


auHSft  Platte 


Chapter  2     Future  Environment  Without   the  Proposed  Aeti 
Ho  sources 

On  page  2-102  the  demands  on  reCre; 
are  discussed.  In  the  absence  of  I 
Service  for  the  South  Platte  Plann: 
'  Will  Waterton  CanyOn 


tion  opportunities    in  Waterton  Canyon 
management   plan  by   the  National  Forest 

ag  Unit   of   the    Pike-Ban  Isabel  H.tional 
managed,    ■  nd  what  restrictions  will    Lie 


placed   on  visitor  use?      What   coordination  «ill    there    be   with   future    recre- 
ation planning  along  the   South  Platte   Stiver? 

The   recent    study  completed   by  the   U.-.tional    i'ark   Servijt    and  Bureau  Of 
Outdoor  .iecreation  indicates   that  Waterton  C/.nyon  is  one   of  the   signifi- 
cant resources  on  the  Platte  River.      Ite  location  in  proximity  to   Denver 
further  enhances    Ite   value   during  a  time-   when  natural    negation  a.-eas   are 
becoming  increasingly    important. 

Chapter  3       Environmental   Impacts   of  the  Proposed   ':<. ere--. tion  Itee-owc   s 

A  better  definition  of   impacts  of   the   dem  md   reservoir  is  necessary   as 
thoy  relato   to   future   recreation  planning  along  the  Platte   Rivr       Th-.'rc-   i: 
no   mention  of  thy   impacts  on  canoeing. 

In   summary.    Colorado   AS LA   is   conci  me-    that    the    description  of   the    recrea- 
tion element  of  the    proposed  project  associated  with  the   Strontia  Springs 
Dam  is    not    fully    presented,    and  that    the    recreation  potential   of  Waterton 
Canyon  te    not    sufficiently   investigated.      A  more    systematic    analysis   of 
recreation  user  sensitivity,    recreation  values,    use   sensitivity,    and  futur> 
recreation   planning  for   the    South  Platte  River   in  the   Waterton  Canyon 
should  be   provided.      Without  an  adequate  description  of   tho    propos.  d   aotio: 
or   recreation   potential,    a  complete    (issust-mont   of   the    recreation   impacts 
associated   with  Foothills   cannot  "be    established. 


V.r.    Taliaferro 

Foothills   Environmental   Statement 
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WAT;1!*.  CL.NSl'KVaTION 


nd   area   of  concern   to    landsoape   architects    is    the    almost   nonexistr  nee 
ussion  on  the   possible   effeits  of  vater  conservation  prastic  s  and 
boing  established   in  reepect  to  bvtter  horticultural    p-actics  on 
g  tho   need   for  treated  water.      Vie   feel  you  should  consider  the   fol- 
i terns   so   that   the   impact   could   On   accurately   assessed.      Since  Denver 
ing,    the  demand   for  treated  water  is  k!*0   going  to   incr^ese.      If  the 
continues   in  the   cane  proportions  as  in  the   past,    approximately  40$ 
ehold  water  will   go   toward   horticultural   n  eds.      Y'-t,    when  discussing 
onservation  BI$  dua]£  primarily   on  incide   use    conservation  ;;hich  affects 
household  water,    a.. a   mention   little   about  how  a  reduction  of  the  40$ 
ignificantly  reduce   treated  water  need. 


The  seco: 
of  die J 
trends 
reducii 

loving 

is    grcwi: 
increase 
of  how 
water   ( 
60#  of 
would   i 

The  rationing  program  imposed   by  the  Denver  Water  Eo;:rd   in  1977  «■'*  designed 
to   allow  a  residence   to   a,;?ly  1"   of  water  per  w  eV   to   the   1  ndscape  area  of 
a   typical  residence.      This  action   resulted   in  a  27v$  reduction  in  vater  demand 
in  the   three   months   irrigation  season.     Until   the  water  restrictions,    the 
only  acceptable   solution  for  .-.  law::  va:.-   blu  grass.      Sinoe  water  conservation 
has  become   a  critical   issue     we   feel   oth'T  landscape  alternatives   should  be 
explored.      These   are   trends  based  partly  on  in  emerging  ecological   sensitivity 
to    our   somiarid  climate    and    drought    conditions    that  have    produced   water   saving 
techniques    never  before    experienced   vh  n  there   wus   ample   water-      Three    "two 
f ac tcrshave   already   encouraged  our  clients  to  as!    for  landscape1    that  oon- 
serve   water. 

Several    techniques,    such   as    pro?'  r    grading  of   lawns    t»    reduce    runoff  nnd 
encourage   more   efficient   use  of  the   available  water,    reduction  of  lawn 
areas    to    ground   covers   or  organic   or    inorganic    muloh,    improved    irrigation 
design  techniques,    low   precipitation  irrigation  heads  to  allow  maximum 
absorption  in  clay    soil,    drip  irrigation    tt.clmi'jws    to    n  'ply  w-  ter  di  '<ctly 
to    a  plant   hnve   become    economically    feasible. 

Research   and   testing  of  bow   to    produce    stands 
species  which  require   less   care   and  water  have 
past   few  years   so   that   it   is  now  possible   to   p 
water   consuming  bluegras.:    lawn. 


f  nativ.    and   introduce    grass 
ma..,c   giant   studies   in  the 
oduce  an  alternative    to  the 


Proper  horticultural  practices  are  now  becoming  I 
aration  which  conserves  water  by  allowing  deeper 
and  allows  a  lawn  to  survive  and  grow  vita  th.'  1' 
guide   to   the   Denver  Water  Board   rationing  plan 


such  as    soil    prc-p- 
on  of  hralthy  roots 
mentioned    as   a 


The  traditional  practise,  in  the 
soil  and  Inying  sod  couplrd  wit 
while   there   was  ample  water  to 


D>  nver  area,  of  grading  a  suhgr~d<"  buildT 
i  heavy  irrigation  has  produced  l^wn;  only 
.   ep   it   gr  en.      bince   the   soil   is   so  heavy 
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the  water  often  runs  off  faster  than  it   penetratcB 
tremendous  wasta   of  treated  water. 


there  has  "been  a 


We   feel   an  investigation  of  the   savings  these   t^chni^ues  have   made   or  will 
make   is  important  "before   the   impu.ot  can  he  assessed  as  to   the  continued   life- 
style,   loss    of  horticultural    investment   or   trend    to   oontinued    inereaso    or 
similar  demand   of  water  needed    for  horticultural    use    in  the   Denver  Metro   Area. 

If  we   can  continua    to   enjoy   the   horticultural    aspect   of  our   lifestyle   usinjj 
lews  water  per  household,    there  will  "be   more  water   for  mor*   people   to   share. 
If  there   is  little   effort   for  new  planning  and   design  practices  and  water 
conservation  education   (to   encourage   better  horticultural    practices)    th^re 
will  he   the   same  demand   for  40%  of  household  water  to  be  us* d   outside   the   home. 

We    therefore    conclude    that    trends   based   on  the    consumer's    Interest    in   caving 
money  and  industry's   interest   in  this   market   showB  a   trend   toward  water 
conservation  that   should  be   considered   in  your   final  draft. 

We,    as    members   of  a  design   profession  dedicated   to    conservation   of  natural 
resouroee  while  adapting  man's  needs   to   the   land,    offer  our  knowledge  and 
experience    to  you  as    members   of  your   advisory    panel    to   help   in  preparing 
the    final   draft  of  this    statement, 

-.incerely, 


Tim  Tetherow 

Colorado  ASLA  Secretary 

Chairman  of  Environmental 


Dean  Harper.  Colorado  A5LA  President 
Jake  Prankhouser,  Colorado  A3LA  Pest  Preei 
Dave  Jensen-  Colorado  ASLA  Vioe  President 
Jay  Bright  -  Trustee 
Mark  Westlund  -  Treasurer 


3715  South  Niagara  Way 
Denver,  Colorado  80237 
September  21,  1977 

The  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  311 
Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Sin 

I  am  submitting  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
for  the  Foothills  Project*  My  background  is  Emeritus  Professor  of 
Electrical  Engineering,  University  of  Denver,  and  currently  an 
Engineering  Economist  for  industry, 

1)  As  a  minor  comment,  the  Draft  ES  keeps  referring  to 
"kilowatts  per  hour".  This  is  an  incorrect  term.  The  correct  term 
is  simply  "kilowatts")  the  watt  is  a  rate  of  energy  transfer,  and  its 
definition  already  includes  the  time  element, 

2)  In  my  opinion  the  Draft  ES  is,  in  general,  an  adequate 
document.  It  should  not  be  repeated,  but  should  be  finalized  as  soon 
as  possible.  If  it  has  any  deficiencies  in  its  present  form,  it 
does  not  emphasize  strongly  enough  the  adverse  effects  on  Denver  area 
economy  of  the  "no  action"  alternative,  or  of  the  "Chatfield"  alter- 
native. 

3)  The  "no  action"  alternative  is  simply  not  acceptable  to  me. 
If  anything  Denver* s  rate  of  population  increase  will  be  higher  than 
previous  estimates,  and  water  shortages  are  going  to  develop  sooner 
than  your  Draft  ES  indicates. 

&)  The  "Chatfield"  alternative  will  require,  by  your  Draft  ES 
figures  on  energy,  additional  pumping  ctfsts  of  from  $2  million  to  $8 
million  per  year  over  the  Foothills  proposal,  whereas  the  Foothills 
proposal  will  generate  saleable  energy  of  from  $§  million  to  $2|- 
million  per  year.  In  addition  the  Chatfield  proposal  would  likely 
require  additional  capital  investments  over  Foothills  of  from  $50  million 
to  $100  million,  which  would  result  in  annual  fixed  charges  of 
conservatively  $5  million  to  $10  million  per  year.  This  means  the 
Chatfield  proposal  would  be  costing  Denver  water  users  around  from  $7i" 
million  to  over  $20  million  per  year  in  extra  water  costs, 

5)  I  urge  that  the  Draft  ES  be  finalized  at  once,  and  that  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  issue  the  necessary  permits  so  that  the  Denver 
Water  Board  can  proceed  with  the  Foothills  project  immediately.  By  my 
calculations  the  cost  of  Foothills  initial  investment  is  increasing  at 
the  rate  of  $1100  per  hour.  Continued  delay  places  an  intolerable 
burden  on  Denver  water  users,. 

6)  Various  environmental  groups  appear  to  be  advocating  rejection 
of  the  Draft  ES  as  a  delaying  and  blocking  technique  to  achieve  their 
biased  ends,  and  to  control  population  growth.  I  submit  that  this  is  no 
way  to  control  population  growth.  The  practical  result  will  be  to  degrade 
the  standard  of  living  of  every  one  in  this  area,  and  population  will 
continue  to  increase  notwithstanding. 


jA, 


0    00G9 


Respectfully  yours^ 

Ray  Mrf/Wainwright ,  PJS.       * 


Mr.    Dale  Anurus 
September  26,  1977 
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September  26,   1977 

Mr.  Dale  Andrus 

Colorado  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Colorado  State  Bank  Building  Room  700 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Dear  Dale: 

The  enclosed  packet  of  information  represents  the  State  of  Colorado's 
comments  upon  the  Foothills  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). 

In  tendering  the  state  agency  comments  on  the  DEIS,  I  would  like  to  make 
it  clear  that  the  State  of  Colorado  believes  that  it  is  valid  for  the  City  of 
Denver  to  pursue  plans  designed  to  increase  its  raw  water  treatment  capacity. 
There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  comment  concerning  whether  or  not  the  Foothills 
plant  itself  is  needed.  The  State  of  Colorado  does  not  wish  to  put  itself  in 
a  position  of  second-guessing  the  citizens  of  Denver  should  they  choose  to 
bond  themselves  for  the  construction  of  a  water  treatment  facility.  Therefore, 
I  would  support  the  construction  of  a  Foothills-type  facility. 

What  does  become  of  state  concern,  however,  are  the  potential  impacts 
and  ramifications  of  uncontrolled  growth  in  the  Denver  Metro  area.  While 
allowing  Foothills  to  be  developed  at  a  certain  level  will  not  directly 
influence  the  growth  of  the  Metro  area,  it  does  symbolize  the  very  real  problems 
that  we  are  facing  in  this  region.  While  adequate  water  treatment  capacity 
should  be  provided  for  the  Denver  Metro  area,  we  cannot  view  the  need  for 
water  treatment  capacity  in  isolation  from  our  needs  for  acceptable  air 
quality,  for  reasonable  transportation  mobility  and  for  adequate  recreational 
opportunities.  The  air  quality  situation  is  already  unacceptable,  and  further 
uncontrolled  growth  will  pose  an  extremely  hazardous  situation  to  Denver 
residents.  We  conclude  that  further  uncontrolled  growth  within  this  region 
would  render  our  transportation  systems  bankrupt.  It  is  in  the  interest  of 
those  who  support  the  development  of  Foothills,  as  well  as  those  who  oppose 
the  facility,  for  us  to  focus  on  the  manner  in  which  Denver  continues  to  grow. 

In  reading  the  state  agency  comments,  there  appears  to  be  a  number  of 
deficiencies  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As  in  all  cases, 
the  purpose  of  a  Draft  Statement  is  to  discover  areas  that  should  be  further 
addressed  in  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  are  forwarding  these 
comments  in  the  spirit  of  seeing  that  an  adequate  Final  EIS  is  expeditiously 


produced  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  It  is  important  that  this  Environ- 
mental Statement  be  able  to  withstand  legal  challenges  because  we  cannot  afford 
to  see  further  delay  by  virtue  of  continuous  legal  challenge  to  the  adequacy 
of  the  Environmental  Statement. 

For  this  reason,  we  are  hopeful  that  any  inadequacies  of  the  present  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  corrected  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 
Further,  before  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  makes  a  determination  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  permit  should  be  issued  for  the  construction  of  a  Foothills 
facility,  it  would  be  important  for  all  parties,  including  state  government,  to 
review  the  size  and  timing  of  such  a  facility  in  light  of  the  clear  need  for 
this  region  to  embrace  aggressive  water  conservation  opportunities  as  well  as 
the  necessity  of  addressing  Denver  Metro  growth  problems. 


Sincerely, 


<L 


Ridhard  D.\  Lamm 
Governor 


STATE   OF   COLORADO        HICHAHD  0.  LAMM,   Governor 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

HARRIS  D.  SHERMAN,  Exocutivo  Director 

Gerald  D.  Sjaastad,  Deputy  Director 

David  W.  Walker,  Assistant  Director 

1313  Sherman  St.,  Room  718,  Denver.  Colorado  80203   892-331 


September  29,  1977 


Mr.  Phil  Schmuck 
Division  of  Planning 
1313  Sherman  Street 

RE:  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Executive  Director's 
Office -Comments  on  Foothills  BIS 

Dear  Mr.  Schmuck: 

Five  separate  agencies  of  this  department  (Divisions  of  Wildlife, 
Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation,  Geological  Survey,  Water  Resources,  and 
the  Water  Conservation  Board)  have  previously  submitted  comments  on  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the'  proposed  Foothills  water 
treatment  facility.  We  would-  like  to  add  some  additional  observations 
and  comments. 

We  have  examined  numerous  population  projections  for  the  Denver 
Metropolitan  area  to  the  year  2000.  Although  the  DRCOG  figures  used 
in  the  Foothills  EIS  are  the  most  widely  accepted  projections,  we  note 
that  both  higher  and  lower  populations  are  projected  by  other  studies  or 
units  of  government.  We  can  only  conclude  from  the  various  projections 
that  the  Denver  metropolitan  area  will  outgrow  the  currently  available 
water  treatment  capacity  at  some  time  in  the  future.  Although  it  is 
not  possible  to  pinpoint  the  exact  date  when  additional  capacity  will  be 
needed,  we  think  that  the  initial  phase  of  the  proposed  Foothills  plant 
is  justified  because  of  the  anticipated  demand,  and  because  of  the  energy 
conservation  aspects  of  the  proposal.  We  hope  that  such  a  facility  will 
be  constructed  in  a  timely  and  environmentally  sensitive  manner. 

While  we  endorse  the  construction  of  the  initial  phase  of  the  Foothills 
water  treatment  plant,  we  must  also  recognize  that  any  problem  involving 
the  allocation  of  a  relatively  scarce  resource  has  two  basic  dimensions- 
supply  and  demand.  In  meeting  the  treated  water  needs  of  the  Denver  area 
in  the  future,  we  must  look  to  both  augmentation  of  supply,  and  management 
of  demand.  These  two  concepts  are  not  mutually  exclusive  but  are  in  fact 
complementary  in  any  well  managed  system.  We  urge  that  the  final  EIS  look 
more  closely  at  the  concepts  of  water  conservation  and  water  demand  manage- 
ment, including  metering,  control  of  peak  demands,  and  installation  of  water 
saving  devices. 


We  do  not  know  the  techniques,  or  the  results  o£  peak  management 
of  water  demand,  but  we  firmly  believe  it  deserves  attention  in  the 
final  EIS.  We  also  think  that  the  final  EIS  should  examine  the  related 
concept  of  additional  treated  water  storage  and  increased  rcl iance  upon 
that  storage. 

Metering 

The  Foothills  draft  EIS  does  not  consider  the  effects  of  metering 
on  the  short  range  or  long  range  need  for  additional  treatment  capacity. 
The  EIS  does  not  contain  information  sufficient  to  allow  us  to  understand 
how  metering  would  help  Denver  meet  its  water  needs  in  the  future.  It 
would  be  helpful  to  have  this  information  in  the  final  EIS. 

The  attached  report  concedes  that  the  water  savings  from  metering 
are  difficult  to  calculate.  However,  it  also  says: 

A  survey  of  cities  which  implemented  extensive  metering 
systems  was  conducted  in  1973  by  American  City  magazine. 
Part  II  of  that  study  cites  several  case  studies  where 
water  consumption  fell  20  to  50  percent  after  complete 
metering.  Data  indicate  that  the  domestic  (in-house)  use 
of  water  decreased  by  30  percent  when  Boulder  installed 
universal  metering  in  1965  and  that  use  for  sprinkling 
decreased  by  230  gallons  per  dwelling  unit  per  day.  In 
1975,  Boulder's  total  per  capita  demand  was  still,  on  the 
average,  26  percent  lower  than  pre-metered  consumption 
levels.  This  report  will  assume  25  percent  savings  in  per 
capita  water  demand  from  installation  of  meters.   (DRI  report, 
P-  34) 

Installation  of  meters  and  billing  procedures  thereafter,  are  of 
course  not  free.  The  Water  Board  estimates  an  average  cost  of  $350  per 
dwelling  unit  for  the  installation  of  meters,  for  a  total  cost  of  about 
$30  million  for  the  metering  of  the  89,000  unmetered  residences  in  Denver. 
Using  these  cost  estimates,  and  the  Water  Board's  own  unpublished  figure 
that  metering  will  save  18,000  acre  feet  per  year,  results  in  a  cost  per 
acre  foot  of  water  saved  of  about  $1700.  In  contrast,  the  cost  of  an  acre 
foot  of  developed  water  (water  supply,  treatment,  storage,  and  pumping) 
is  more  than  $2000  in  the  1975-80  period,  based  on  1975  figures  in 
"Metropolitan  Water  Requirements  and  Resources  1975-2010".  By  the  year 
2000,  the  cost  of  an  acre  foot  of  developed  water  is  more  than  $3700.  Fur- 
thermore, the  $30  million  estimated  cost  for  installation  of  meters  may 
be  high.  The  DRI  report  notes  that  water  meters  installed  in  the  house, 
with  an  exterior  readout,  cost  about  $150,  and  the  water  board  has  said 
that  about  353  of  the  unmetered  taps  in  Denver  could  be  metered  in  such 
a  fashion. 


Pricing 

According  to  page  29  of  the  attached  DRI  report: 

For  a  water  supply  agency  seeking  to  motivate  more 
efficient  use  of  water,  "nothing  is  as  simple,  comprehensive 
and  effective  as  the  pricing  mechanism."  Changes  in  the 
price  of  water  will  affect  the  amount  of  water  which  a  con- 
sumer will  buy  and  use  in  various  activities.  Theoretically, 
he  will  continue  to  purchase  additional  water  until  the 
marginal  price  equals  the  marginal  benefit  to  him  in  the 
function  in  which  he  is  using  it.  The  relationship  between 
the  change  in  the  quantity  of  a  good  demanded  demand  and  its 
causative  change  in  price  is  known  as  price  elasticity  of 
demand.  Although  available  information  is  limited,  demand  for 
domestic  water  does  exhibit  some  degree  of  price  elasticity. 
A  change  in  pricing  structure  can  therefore  be  an  effective 
means  to  reduce  discretionary  water  use  in  a  semiarid  region. 

The  pricing  mechanism  is  especially  attractive  as  a  use 
reduction  tool  because  decisions  on  the  degree  of  reduction 
are  left  to  the  individual  consumer.  The  effects  of  implement- 
ing a  new  rate  structure  are  likely  to  be  almost  immediate,  the 
environmental  impact  is  negligible  and  the  benefits  to  be 
derived,  in  terms  of  optimal  use  of  existing  water  and  reduced 
demand  for  future  resources,  could  be  quite  substantial. 

The  experience  of  Grand  Junction,  Colorado  during  the  drought  summer 
of  1977,  shows  that  pricing  is  an  extremely  effective  tool  in  reducing  demand. 
However,  as  noted  in  the  DRI  report,  "...meters  arc  a  prerequisite  to  any 
form  of  pricing  system  beyond  the  usual  flat  rate  structure."  (p. 30) 
In  any  event,  it  would  be  helpful  for  the  final  EIS  to  look  at  various 
pricing  mechanisms  as  one  way  of  reducing  water  demand. 

Lawn  Irrigation 


County  extension  agents  and  other  experts  generally  agree  that  many 
Denver  residents  can  overwater  their  lawns.  There  is  widespread  agreement 
that  one  inch  of  water  per  week  is  sufficient  for  a  healthy,  green  lawn, 
and  that  overwater ing  is  not  only  a  waste  of  water,  but  detrimental  to 
the  lawn  itself.  The  1977  water  use  data,  when  compared  to  1975  and  1976 
figures  shows  that  there  probably  is  substantial  overwatering  of  lawns  in 
the  metropolitan  area.  We  must  begin  to  find  ways  to  reduce  overwatering, 
because  by  doing  so,  we  reduce  the  need  for  additional  treatment  capacity. 
In  general,  we  support  the  DRCOG  position  on  this  matter  as  follows: 

THE  COUNCIL  BELIEVES  that  lawn  irrigation  practices  could 
and  should  be  changed,  where  possible,  to  conserve  water.  Ways 
to  reduce  the  use  of  water  on  a  sustained  basis  should  be  adopted 


From  a  functional  point  of  view,  an  acre  foot  of  water  conserved 
or  saved  is  the  same  as  an  acre  foot  of  newly  developed  or  treated 
water.   However,  from  an  economic  point  of  view,  and  from  an  environ- 
mental point  of  view,  the  two  are  not  necessarily  the  same.  Without 
prejudging  any  comparison  of  environmental  and  economic  costs  of  conser- 
vation vs.  environmental  and  economic  costs  of  augmentation  of  supply, 
we  strongly  believe  that  the  demand  management  concept  deserves  far  more 
attention  than  it  has  received  in  the  draft  EIS.  In  our  view,  the  final 
EIS  could  give  the  Denver  Water  Board  the  opportunity  to  carefully  examine 
the  optimum  timing, size,  and  staging  of  the  proposed  plant.  Water  conser- 
vation measures  could  prove  to  be  alternatives  to  the  later  stages  of  the 
Foothills  facility,  or  they  might  simply  prolong  the  time  before  the 
additional  stages  are  required.  In  the  final  analysis,  we  believe  that 
providing  water  to  the  growing  Denver  metropolitan  area  should  be  the 
result  of  policies  affecting  both  water  supply  and  water  demand. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  state  water  policy  study,  we  commissioned  a 
comprehensive  report  on  water  conservation  and  related  concepts  by  the 
Industrial  Economics  Division  of  the  Denver  Research  Institute.  We  have 
attached  a  copy  of  this  report,  entitled  "Reducing  Municipal  Water  Demand", 
in  the  hope  that  it  will  be  included  in  the  final  EIS  as  part  of  our 
comments.  We  think  this  report  would  be  of  assistance  to  BLM  in  preparation 
of  the  final  EIS,  and  in  assessing  the  size  and  timing  of  the  various 
stages  of  the  proposed  Foothills  facility.  Highlights  of  the  DRI  report, 
and  some  of  our  own  observations  are  set  forth  below. 

Management  of  Peak  Demands 

As  pointedTout  in  Chapter  S  and  in  table  2-4,  of  the  draft  EIS,  a 
substantial  amount  of  the  water  treatment  capacity  of  the  Denver  system 
exists  to  meet  peak  demands  which  occur  in  mid-summer   when  everyone  is 
watering  their  lawns,  with  more  than  501  of  treatment  capacity  lying  idle 
during  the  other  ten  months  of  the  year.  The  EIS  has  not  considered  the 
option  of  managing  the  peak  demands  for  water,  in  order  to  more  efficiently 
use  the  existing  treatment  capacity.  Peak  demand  problems  are  not  unique 
to  water  systems,  and  planners  in  other  functional  areas  such  as  electric 
utilities  and  highways  arc  beginning  to  question  the  expenditure  of  public 
capital  for  the  construction  of  facilities  which  are  used  only  a  few  times 
a  month  or  a  few  times  a  year.  Electric  utilities  are  beginning  to  develop 
strategies  to  cut  the  peak  electric  demand,  using  such  devices  as  ripple 
control,  voltage  reductions,  tijne  of  day  pricing,  automatic  shutoff  of 
certain  appliances,  etc. 


as  a  way  of  life  by  all  Denver  area  citizens,  while  not  drast- 
ically affecting  the  quality  of  life  of  the  citizens  of  the 
region.. . (DRCOG  position  statement  on  Foothills,  P.  1.) 

In  summary,  we  believe  that  anticipated  growth  in  the  Denver  metro- 
politan area  will  require  additional  water  treatment  capacity,  and  we 
thereby  endorse  construction  of  the  initial  phase  of  the  Foothills  plant. 
At  the  same  time,  however,  we  urge  that  the  EIS  carefully  consider  various 
means  of  managing  or  reducing  the  demand  for  treated  water,  without 
affecting  the  quality  of  life  in  the  area.  We  believe  that  various  means 
of  managing  peak  demands,  and  numerous  ways  of  reducing  municipal  demand, 
particularly  the  demand  for  irrigation  water,  should  be  examined  by  the  EIS. 

We  hope  that  you  will  find  these  comments  useful  in  your  preparation 
of  the  final  EIS.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
the  Draft  Impact  statement  of  the  proposed  Foothills  water  treatment  facility. 

Sincerely, 


Harris  D.  Sherman 
Executive  Director 


HDS:tq 
Attachment 


DIVISION  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 
1313  Sherman  Street  ■  Room  818 

Denver,  Colorado  80203 
Administration  (303)  892.3S81 
Ground  Water  (303)  892-3587 

September  14,   1977 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  PHILIP  H.   SCHMUCK,   DIRECTOR,   COLORADO  CLEARINGHOUSE 

FROM:  C.   J.   KUIPER,  STATE  ENGINEER 

SUBJECT:      FOOTHILLS  PROJECT,   DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 


In  accordance  with  your  directive  and  the  work  plan  of  the  Department 
of  Natural   Resources   (designated  lead  agency),  we  have  reviewed  the  above 
referenced  Environmental   Impact  Statement  and  the  following  comments  are 
presented  for  your  consideration: 

1.  In  general,  the  statement  is  well  written  and  documented  for 
the  125  mgd  level  of  diversion  and  treatment;  however,  at  the 
500  mgd  level  of  diversion  and  treatment,  certain  impacts  are 
not  assessed  as   can  be  seen  in  Table  5-6. 

2.  The  proposal    to  exchange  transmountain  sewer  effluent  with 
senior  water  users  on  the  South  Platte  River  downstream  of 
Denver  as  set  out  on  page  3-17  is  vague  and  does  not  provide 
enough  information  to  adequately  assess  the  increase  in  water 
supply  as   a  result  of  "exchange".     The  exchange  criteria  as 
administered  in  the  South   Platte  River  would  require  replace- 
ment of  the  entire  amount  of  water  diverted  out  of  priority 

so  that  the  increases  in  water  supply  as  a  result  of  "exchange" 
in  Concepts  A,  B  and  C  are  not  clear. 

3.  It  would  appear  that  the  minimum  streamflow  release  of  60  cfs 
in  the  summer  would  be  about  all    the  water  in  the  stream  from 
Strontia  Springs  to  the  Platte  Canyon  Intake  Diversion  Dam  during 
low  flow  periods  such  as  was  experienced  this  entire  summer.     No 
projections  of  monthly  flows  when  operating  under  the  exchange 
plan  are  provided  in  the  statement;  although  Table  3-5,  which  is 
missing  in  the  statement,  may  contain  this  data.     If  it  does  not, 
then  the  statement  should  be  revised  to  include  a  table  to  show 
monthly  streamflows  in  this  reach  as  a  result  of  the  proposed 
"exchange"  of  112,000  acre-feet  of  water  to  the  Strontia  Springs   Dam. 


Philip  H.  Schmuck 


September  14,  1977 


The  Strontia  Springs  Dam  site  is  considered  to  be  a  safe  location 
for  the  construction  of  a  thin-arch  concrete  dam.     The  final  design 
of  the  dam  has  not  been  completed  and  our  review  of  the  final  design 
has  not  been  initiated. 


CJK/HDS/pjl 

cc:     W.  G.  Wilkinson,  Div.   Eng. 


DIVISION  OF  PARKS  AND  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 

1313  SHERMAN  #618,  DENVER,  CO.    80203  GEORGE  T.  O'MALLEY,  JR.,  Director 

PARKS  AND  OUTDOOR  RECREATION  BOARD; 

Marvin  Elkiris,  Chairman 

Herbert  I.  Jones.  ViCii-Clunrniari 

Rowena  Rogers,  Secretary 

Richard  G.  Beidleman,  Mumbur 

Sara  D.  Duncan,  Mumbuc 


Philip  H.  Schmuck,  Director 
Colorado  Clearinghouse 


FROM:    George  T.  0'Malley,  Jr. 

RE:     Comments  -  Foothills  Project  Draft  EIS 


DATE:  September  15,  1977 


I.  Policy/Position  Comments 

As  the  State's  outdoor  recreation  agency,  the  Division  of  Parks  and 
Outdoor  Recreation  has  a  dual  interest.  First,  to  provide  and/or  promote 
a  diversity  of  outdoor  recreation  opportunities,  and  second,  to  serve  the 
greatest  number  of  people.  As  proposed,  the  Foothills  project  would  not 
interfere  with  any  specific  goals  or  plans,  though  the  difference  in  recrea- 
tion benefits  between  the  project  as  proposed,  no  project,  and  the  Chatfield 
alternative  are  varied  and  significant.  Waterton  Canyon  clearly  offers  and 
now  provides  for  a  variety  of  recreation  uses.  The  construction  of  Strontia 
Springs  dam  and  reservoir  would,  it  appears,  diminish  the  existent  and 
potential  recreation  diversity.  Chatfield  Reservoir,  on  the  other  hand,  is 
planned  to  (and  currently  does)  accommodate  large  numbers  of  front  range 
recreationists.   In  light  of  this,  the  issue  may  be  recreation  diversity  vs. 
maximum  accommodation.  Upon  out-  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  we  find  the  Chatfield  alternative  unacceptable  from  a  recreational 
loss  point  of  view,  as  well  as  an  energy  consumptive  one.   (Reference  here 
is  made  to  the  electrical  energy  needed  for  pumping.} 

While  the  proposed  treatment  plant  would  abut  the  planned  Roxborough 
State  Park,  no  measureable  impact  is  expected  by  the  location  of  the  treat- 
ment facility  in  this  area  of  anticipated  growth. 


Page  2 


II.  Evaluation  of  the  Impact  Analysis 

We  have  found  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS  to  be  good,  overall,  though 
we  note  the  following  deficiencies  as  we  see  them  regarding: 

(1)  Project  as  Proposed.  We  are  not  confident  with  the  recreational 
assessment  of  Waterton  Canyon,  as  described  in  the  EIS.  Our  first 
reaction  to  the  10,000  annual  visitation  figure  noted  in  the  EIS 
is  that  it  looks  low,  though  we  have  nothing  more  solid  to 
challenge  the  figure  with.  The  validity  of  such  data  could  only 
be  determined  by  a  one  year  sample  testing  period  whereby  site 
specific  recreation  data  could  be  gathered. 

Again,  we  are  not  confident  that  mitigating  measure  #10  (i.e., 
2.5  miles  of  non-motorized  access  trail  around  Strontia  Springs 
Reservoir)  will  "totally  eliminate  recreation  losses"  of  the 
canyon,  as  stated  in  the  EIS,  p.  4-13. 

(2)  Chatfield  -  major  alternative.  We  have  found  an  insufficiency 

of  data  regarding  the  problems  associated  with  this  alternative, 
as  well  as  what  (if  any)  positive  recreational  effects  this 
alternative  may  offer.  Not  having  this  information  hampers  a 
valid  comparison  of  recreation  benefits  of  the  canyon  vs. 
Chatfield.  In  particular,  the  Draft  EIS  fails  to  indicate  the 
huge  financial  investments  for  recreation  which  have  occurred 
at  Chatfield. 

We  have  found  a  conflict  of  figures  in  the  environmental  impact 
statement  regarding  what  the  s.a.  available  for  recreation  would 
be  with  this  alternative,  i.e.  1,300  s.a.  cited  on  p.  2-103,  and 
1,150  s.a.  cited  on  p.  8-83.  Though  recreation  values  of  the 
canyon  are  described,  they  are  not  compared  with  those  of 
Chatfield.  As  a  major  alternative  to  the  project,  this  is 
necessary  to  our  evaluation. 


'STATE  OF  COLORADO 
Richard  D.  Lamm,  lioifiiiior 
DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 

Jack  R.  Grleb.  Director 

SOBO  Broadway 

Denver.  Colorado  S021G  (925-1192) 


September  19,    1977 


TO:  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

FROM:     Colorado  Division  of  1 

SUBJECT:     Foothills  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

These  are  Staff  comments  regarding  the  DES  which  covers  the  proposed 
Foothills  Project. 

We  are  hopeful  they  will  prove  useful  in  the  preparation  of  the  Depart- 
mental comments.     Wc  offer  our  assistance  on  the  fish  and  wildlife 
sections  if  it  is  needed. 

JRG:cs 
Enclosure 


Assuming  approval  of  the  project  as  proposed,  we  submit  the  following 
suggestion: 

(1)     That  measures  be  taken  to  mitigate  recreational   use  issues  due 
to  the  expected  mud  flats  resulting  from  drawdown  at  Dillon 
Reservoir. 


CS:yd 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Harris  Sherman,  Executive  Drrector    •    WHOIIK  COMMISSION,  Thomas  Farley.  Chai 
Sam  Caudill,  Vice  Chairman  •    Roger  Clark,  Secretary   •   Jean  K.  Tool,  Member   •    Vernon  C,  Williams,  Member 
Jay  K.Childress,  Member  •  Michael  Higbee,  Member  •  Wilbur  Redden,  Member 


FOOTHILLS  PROJECT  COMMENTS 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 


These  comments  are  in  addition  to  and  an  update  of  the  preliminary 
comments  that  were  previously  submitted.     Specific  comments  are  as 
follows: 

Page  1-30,    Para.    1:    States  stream  will  be  dewatered  during  construction 
but  does  not  say  what  time  of  year,   for  how  long  a  period  and  what,    if 
anything,    wiil  be  done  about  the  fish  in  the  stream. 


1-34,    Para. 


3i     What  is  meant   by  most  of  the  workers  being  bussed, 
over  50  percent?     Apparently,    there  were  bighorn  sheep  poaching  problems 
by  construction  workers  during  the  Rampart  Project  construction.     Mass 
bussing  should  discourage  poaching  by  workers. 

Page  2-17  -  Roberts  Tunnel  System.     This  paragraph  mentions  "stabili- 
zation" of  the     North  Fork  channel  by  the  Denver  Water  Board.     Roberts 
tunnel  has     a  capacity  of  1000+  c.  f.  s.    so  would  not  further  channel  changes 
be  required  to  supply  the  planned  Foothills  plant  and  if  so,    in  what  manner? 
This  particular  "stabilization"   certainly  did  not  improve  the  fishery  habitat. 

Page  2-23  -  Dillon  Reservoir.     Should  not  the  future  operation,    drawdown, 
of  the  reservoir  and  releases  down  the  Blue  River  and  probable  impacts 
if  changes  occur  be  discussed? 

Page  2-28,     North    Fork  of  South  Platte  flows.     The  capacity  of  the  upper 
reach  of  the  channel  has  been  designed  for  a  peak  of  1,  020  c,  f.  s.     Is  this 
a  functional  design  without  an  increased  capacity  in  the  lower  section? 
Stream  improvement     devices  should  be  considered  for  mitigation  of  stream 
habitat  losses. 

Page  2-37,    Para.    1:     Diversion  structures  do  have  impacts  dependent  upon 
how  much  and  when  the  water  is  diverted. 

Pa.^e  2-37,    Para  2:     Natural  reproduction  is  very  limited  in  the  "stabilized" 
section  of  the  North  Fork  where  limited  data  indicate  natural  reproduction 
did  occur. 

Page  2-58  and  2-59:     Some  additions  and  changes  of  the  species  list  may  be 
requested  for  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


P;ige  2-60f    Bighorn  Sheep.     Here  again,    some  changes  may  be  requested 
for  the  FES  if  new  data  are  available.     This  is  also  true  for  the  other  listed 
species. 

Page  3-13,    Colorado  River  Watershed.    It  would  appear  this   125  mgd  pro- 
posal may  have  some  impact  perhaps  not  on  the  watershed  but  on  individual 
streams. 

Page    'j-  14,    last  paratj^-pn;     Average  flows  sru   often   cited  hut  .ire   of  little 
value  unless  maximum  and  minimum,  flows  are  also  included. 

Page  3-22,    Para.    2:     Trying  to  estimate  actual  pounds  loss  is  conjecture 
at  best.     Perhaps  impacts  on  habitat  would  be  better. 

Page  3-22,    Para.    3;     Biomass  is  not  important  if  the  change  is  from  a 
value  to  a  no  value  or  worse;    trout  for    suckers.     What  may  happen  is  dis- 
cussed on  page  3-24. 

Page  3-33,    Wildlife:     It  is  difficult  to  predict  actual  impacts  but  the  dis- 
cussion appears  to  be  plausible.     The  section  on  golden  eagles  could  be 
questionable. 

Page  4-3,  111:  As  previously  stated,  we  are  very  concerned  as  to  whether 
these  flows  of  30  and  60  c.  f.  s.  can  be  maintained  in  this  excellent  fishery 
below  the  dam.  This  flow  should  be  guaranteed  so  it  cannot  be  altered  by 
water  exchanges,    etc.      The  last  sentence,    as   stated,    is  bothersome. 

Page  4-3,  #B;  We  concur  with  the  stream  improvement  proposals  but  feel 
maintenance  of  the  structures  should  also  be  included  in  the  stipulations. 

Page  5-19,  Table  5-6;  Appears  to  be  adequate  if  some  minor  changes  are 
made. 


Page   7-1.     Prtr 


We  assume  the  development  of  additional  raw  water 
■ill  be  covered  by  a  separate  EIS. 

would  assume  a  separate 


Page  8-36,    Two  Forks  Reservoir.     Here  again, 
study  would  be  made. 

Page  8-47.  Aquatic  Resources.  The  5outh  Platte  has  to  be  extemely  pro- 
ductive to  remain  largely  self-sustaining  considering  location  and  fishing 
pressure. 

Page  8-50  and  5),    Wildlife  Species.     Some  minor  changes  may  be   requested 
during  the  preparation  of  the  EIS. 


Page  8-58-119,   Analysis  of  Environmental  Impacts.       It     appears  coverage 
is  adequate  considering  the  scope  of  this  section  which  covers  possible 
future  water  developments  by  the  Denver  Water  Board.     Here  again,   we 
believe  each  proposed  segment  should  be  examined  separately  before  develop- 
ment occurs. 

In  general,    we  feel  the  EIS  attempts  to  give  adequate  coverage  of  and  to 
fairly  evaluate  the  probable  impacts  of  the  Foothills  proposal.     In  some  cases, 
we  do  not  agree  but  we  realize  it  is  rather-difficult  to  predict  actual  impacts 
on  a  given  species.      To  reiterate,    our  three  main  concerns  are: 

1.  What  will  the  impacts  be  on  those  wildlife  species  which  will  be  most 
directly  affected,    such  as  bighorn  sheep. 

2.  Can  minimum  flows,    30  and  60  c.  f.  s.  ,    for  the  South  Platte  River  below 
the  Strontia  Springs  diversion  dam,be  delivered. 

3.  Will  there  be  further  modification  of  the  North  Platte  to  carry  increased 
flows  from  the  western  slope  and  if  so,   what  will  be  done  as  mitigation. 

The  Wildlife  Commission  is  on  record  as  being  opposed  to  construction 
of  the  Two  Forks  Project  and  also  concurred  with  the  U.S.    Fish  and  Wild- 
life report  (pages  A-3-7)  to  the  BLM  which  recommends  denial  of  the 
Right-  of-  way  permit  to  construct  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam.     Both  these 
1975  Commission  actions  were  premished  on  the  conclusions  that  the 
proposed  remedial  actions  would  not  mitigate  the  probable  losses  of  fish, 
wildlife  and  their  habitats. 

M  Lnor  corrections  in  wording  may  be  suggested  by  the  Division  of  Wildlife  team 
member  during  preparation  of  the  FES. 

We  appreciate  being  given  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  DES. 


COLORADO  DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE  COMMENT^ 

FOOTHILLS  PROJECT 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 


These  are  draft  or  preliminary  comments,  subject  to  change,  as  several 
of  the  Staff  have  not  finished  their  review  of  the  document.  We  will  sub- 
mit our  official  comments  after  the  September  14  Public  Meeting. 

In  general,  we  feel  the  DES  coverage  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  to  be  adequate 
but  we  probably  will  request  some  additions  to  the  species  list  and  some 
change  in  wording.  Some  feel  poaching  of  bighorn  sheep  may  become  a 
problem,  during  the  construction  period,  if  our  enforcement  people  have 
only  limited  access  to  the  area.  Impacts  on  the  bighorn  habitat  may  also 
be  greater  than  conjectured. 

We  are  becoming  increasingly  concerned  as  to  whether  adequate  flows  can 
be  maintained,    especially  during  the  winter,     in  the  South  Platte  below  the 
dam.     It  would  be  an  irreparable  loss  if  the  reach  of  the  stream,  to  Chatfield 
were  to  be  dewatered  or  damaged  as  much  of  it  is  a  quality  trout  stream. 
In  this  connection,   we  assume  the  last  sentence,   first  paragraph,    #7  page 
4-3,    "The  bypassing  of  this  water  .    .    .   will  be  given  consideration  ...   its 
future  projects  by  BLM.  ",   does  not  mean  that  changes  may  be  made  for 
Foothills  or  at  Two  Forks,    if  it  were  to  be  constructed,    but  some  clarification 
of  this  statement  should  be  in  order.     Maximum  flows  should  be  associated 
with  minimum  flows  and  should  be  designated,  as  large,    sudden  releases  can 
also  cause  extreme  damage  to  an  aquatic  habitat.     Stream  flows  are  always 
a  reminder  of  what  will  probably  happen  to  the  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte 
if  the  treatment  capacity  at  Foothills  is  expanded  to  500  mgd  and  what  will 
be  done  as  mitigation  if  channeling  or  stream  degradation  does  result. 

Chapter  4,    Mitigating  Measures,    covers  plans  for  aquatic  habitat,    recreation, 
etc.  ,    but  apparently  does  not  consider  loss  of  terrestrial  habitat.     Perhaps, 
some  thought  should  be  given  to  this  type  of  mitigation. 

The  DOW  Commission  is  on  record  as  being  opposed  to  the  construction  of 
the  Two  Forks  Project.     We  do  not  know  if  the  Commission  considers  Foot- 
hills to  be  a  part  of  the  Two  Forks  Project  since  it  has  not  been  discussed. 

To  repeat,    these  comments  are  preliminary  and  should  not  be  considered 
as  final.     We  will  submit  our  official  comments  after  the  September  14 
public  meeting.     We  will  also  have  a  representative  serving  on  the  FES 
team  so  we  are  hopeful  we  can  clarify  some  of  the  statements  in  the  wildlife 
section  of  the  FES. 


STATE    DEPARTMENT   OF   HIGHWAYS 

JACK  KINSTLINGER  jrfsft&i.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


THE  STATE  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY  OF  COLORADO 

Colorado  State  Museum,  200  Fourteenth  Avenue,  Denver  80203 
September    1,    1977 


Mr.  Philip  H.  Schrauck 
Director,  Colorado  Clearinghouse 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
520  State  Centennial  Building 
1313  Sherman  Street 
Denver,  Colorado   80203 


Proposed  Foothills  Project  Draft  Environmental  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Schmuck: 

We  have  received  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  prepared  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  have  reviewed  it  for 
potential  impact  upon  architectural,  archeological,  historical 
and  cultural  properties. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  compliance  with  the  environmental 
impact  provisions  of  Section  102(2) (c)  of  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  and  regulations  thereunder  should  include 
compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Act  of  1966,  as  amended.   The  Foothills  project  statement 
is  not  complete  in  that  it  does  not  contain  evidence  of  full 
compliance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

However,  the  BLM  is  proceeding  with  the  consultations  required 
in  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation's  regulation, 
36  CFR  Part  800,  to  establish  compliance  with  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act.   We  look  forward  to  working  expedi- 
tiously with  the  BLM  in  this  process  to  afford  consideration 
for  all  cultural  properties  that  may  be  located  within  the 
potential  environmental  impact  area  of  this  project. 

Please  contact  James  Hartraann  or  Michael  Quinn  on  the  staff  of 
the  State  Historical  Society  at  the  Colorado  Heritage  Center, 
1300  Broadway,  892-3394,  if  we  may  be  of  assistance  in  this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 


^AA,0t- 


DIVISION  OF  HIGHWAYS 
E,    N,    HAASE 
CHIEF    ENGINEER 


-jgti&r 


September  72,  1977 


COLORADO   STATE   PATROL 
COL.  C.  WAYNE  KEITH. 
CHIEF 
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Mr.   Philip  H.  Schmuck 

Director 

Colorado  Division  of  Planning 

520  Centennial  Building 

1313  Sherman  Street 

Denver,  Colorado    80203 

Dear  Mr.  Schmuck: 

The  Colorado  Department  of  Highways  has  conducted  an  interdisciplinary 
review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  (DES)  regarding  the  Proposed 
Foothills  Project,  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.     Our  concerns 
are  presented  here  in  the  format  suggested  in  the  EIS  Review  Work  Plan. 

The  Department  of  Highways  finds  the  Foothills  Project  DES  to  be 
inadequate  in  a  number  of  aspects,  the  most  critical  being: 

1.  Failure  to  conform  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
(CEQ)  guidelines  for  the  preparation  of  environmental  impact 
statements  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's   (BLM)  guidelines 
for  the  preparation  of  environmental  statements; 

2.  Failure  to  adequately  consider  the  secondary  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project; 

3.  This  Department,  as  other  federal,  state  and  local  agencies, 
must  rely  upon  a  coordinated  planning  base.     There  is  a  para- 
mount need  for  consistency  amongst  the  many  developing  and 
adopted  plans  which  intend  to  use  limited  natural   resources, 
financial  resources  and  physical   land  resources.     The  Foothills 
DES  does  not  demonstrate  the  consistency  of  the  proposed  project 
with  related  plans  and  programs; 

4.  Failure  to  demonstrate  that  the  proposed  action  conforms  to  the 
State's  Air  Quality  Implementation  Plan  (SIP); 

5.  Inadequate  assessment  of  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project; 


Walter  A.    Steele, 

Acting   State  Historic   Preservation  Officer 
for  Douglas   and  Jefferson  Counties. 


Mr.   Philip  H.   Schmuck 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
September  12,   1977 
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6.  Use  of  the  assumption  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  alter 
population  growth  and  development  patterns  in  the  Metropolitan 
area; 

7.  Failure  to  adequately  address  the  relationships  between  the  125 
mgd  and  500  mgd  facility,  and  new  sources  of  raw  water;  and 

8.  Failure  to  respond  adequately  to  the  comments  provided  from 
review  of  the  proceding  DES  of  January,  1976. 

Discussed  below  are  each  of  the  eight  concerns.     Regarding  Item  1,  Conformity 
with  CEQ  and  BLM  Guidelines  and  Item  2,   Secondary  Impact  Assessment. 

Based  on  a  review  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidelines 
for  the  preparation  of  environmental   impact  statements,   (Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  Title  40,   Chapter  V,   Part  1500)  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
guidelines  for  the  preparation  of  environmental   statements   (Bureau  of  Land 
Management  Manual   #1792  "Environmental   Statements")   the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  for  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  is  seriously  deficient.     Both  sets  of  regulations  governing  the 
preparation  of  environmental    impact  statements   clearly  call   for  full   con- 
sideration of  the  secondary  impacts  of  a  proposed  action  (Sec.   1500.8(a)(3)(ii) 
and  1792. 44E3  b{3)-(7),   CEQ  and  BLM  respectively).     Section  1500.8(a) (3)(ii ) 
states: 

Secondary  Or  indirect,  as  well   as  primary  or  direct, 
consequences  for  the  environment  should  be  included  in 
the  analysis.     Many  major  Federal   actions,  in  particular 
those  that  involve  the  construction  or  licensing  of  infra- 
structure investments   (e.g.   highways,   airports,   sewer 
systems,  water  resource  projects,  etc.)   stimulate  or  induce 
secondary  effects   in  the  form  of  associated  investments  and 
changed  patterns  of  social  and  economic  activities.     Such 
secondary  effects,  through  their  impacts  on  existing 
community  facilities  and  activities,   through  inducing  new 
facilities  and  activities,  or  through  changes  in  natural 
conditions,  may  often  be  even  more  substantial    than  the 
primary  effects  of  the  original   action  itself.     For  example, 
the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  population  and  growth 
may  be  among  the  more  significant  secondary  effects.     Such 
population  and  growth  impacts  should  be  estimated  if  expected 
to  be  significant  (using  data  identified  as  indicated  in 
1500.8(a)(1)  and  an  assessment  made  of  the  effect  of  any 
possible  change  in  population  patterns  or  growth  upon  the 
resource  base,   including  land  use,  water,  and  public  services 
of  the  area  in  question. 

The  DES  in  question  however  does  not  address  the  impact  that  an  increase  of  50,0 
mgd  of  treated  water  would  have  on  metropolitan  settlement  patterns,   the  demand 
for  transportation  and  other  urban  services,  or  the  potential    for  further 
degradation  of  the  metropolitan  area's  air  quality.     The  DES  assesses  impacts 
almost  exclusively  within  the  immediate  geographic  area  of  the  proposed  treat- 
ment plant  and  related  water  diversion  facilities.     Such  narrow  perspective 
is  both  technically  and  legally  insufficient. 


The  omission  of  500  mgd  analysis   is  also  in  direct  conflict  with  BLM 
environmental   statement  guidelines.     BLM  Manual   1792. 44E3  b(6)  states  that: 

(6)   If  an  impact  is  not  well   understood,  a  range  of  likely 
impacts  may  be  stated.     The  text  must  indicate  where  data 
are  not  available  to  analyze  a  suspected  impact.     Where 
facts  or  previous  experience  are  not  available,  the  analyst 
must  use  his  professional   knowledge  to  predict  the  impacts. 
However,   always   identify  those  situations  where  professional 
judgment  was  used  as  the  basis  for  the  analysis  of  the  poten- 
tial  impacts.     Studies  and  research  which  back  up  statements 
of  impact  conclusions  are  not  included  in  the  text,  but  must 
be  referenced  and  only  concise,  pertinent  data  used  in  the 
text. 

Table  2-33  "Summary  of  Existing  and  Future  Environment"  and  3-16  "Summary  of 
Environmental    Impacts  of  the  Proposal"  contain  numerous  conspicuous  blanks 
accompanied  by  footnotes  which  state  that  information  was  not  available.   In 
order  to  be  consistent  with  1792. 44E3  b(6)   expert  opinions  at  least  should 
have  been  used.     Also,  it  should  be  recognized  that  BLM  is  subject  not  only 
to  provisions  of  Section  102  of  NEPA   (environmental   assessment)   but  also 
Section  101    (enhancement  and  protection  of  the  human  environment).     Therefore, 
to  be  adequate  the  DES  needs  to  include  assessment  of  secondary  impacts  and 
commitment  to  mitigate  negative  impacts. 

The  DES  must  also  be  deemed  deficient  in  its  treatment  of  the  relationship 
between  local   short-term  uses  of  man's  environment  and  the  maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  long-term  productivity,    (Chapter  6  of  the  subject  DES).     BLM 
Manual    1792. 44E6  directs  that  the  environmental   statement  should  "also  discuss 
the  cumulative  long-term  impacts  of  this  action  combined  with  the  impacts  of 
all   other  known  actions   (occurring  or  planned  in  the  area)  with  similar 
environmental   impacts. " 

Regarding  Item  3:     Consistency  with  Other  Plans 

In  light  of  the  preceding  discussion,   it  seems   that  the  cumulative  effects 
of  the  Foothills  Project  amd  the  eight  wastewater  treatment  plants  and  the 
Clean  water  Plan   (the  subject  of  the  Denver  Regional   Environmental    Impact 
Statement  for  Wastewater  Facilities  and  the  Clean  Water  Program  prepared  by 
EPA  Region  8,  June,   1977)   should  have  been  examined. The  DES  also  does  not 
address  the  environmental   and  socioeconomic  impacts  of  further  transmountain 
water  diversions  on  the  long-term  development  and  productivity  of  the  Western 
Slope. 

The  DES  also  did  not  comply 
for  discussion  of: 


with  CEQ's  requirement  under  Sec.   1500.8  a{2) 


(2)     The  relationship  of  the  proposed  action  to  land  use 
plans,   policies,   and  controls  for  the  affected  area.     This 
requires  a  discussion  of  how  the  proposed  action  may  con- 
form or  conflict  with  the  objectives  and  specific  terms 
of  approved  or  proposed  Federal,  State,  and  local   land  use 
plans,   policies,  and  controls,   if  any,  for  the  area  affected 
including  those  developed  in  response  to  the  Clean  Air  Act 
or  the  Federal   Water  Pollution  Control   Act  Amendments  of 
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1972.     Where  a  conflict  or  inconsistency  exists,  the  state- 
ment should  describe   the  extent  to  which  the  agency  has 
reconciled  its  proposed  action  with  the  plan,   policy  or 
control,   and  the  reasons  why  the  agency  has  decided  to 
proceed  notwithstanding  the  absence  of  full    reconciliation. 

In  one  instance  the  document  did  attempt  to  discuss   the  relationship  between 
the  proposed  project  and  land  use  plans   for  Douglas   County,      Unfortunately 
the  analysts  working  on  this  DES  were  not  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  plan 
they  referred  to  was  declared  null   and  void  by  the  Douglas  County  Commissioners 
on   February  11,   1975. 

It  is   important  that  the  DES  be  revised  to  include  consideration  of  all 
existing  and  proposed  local    and  regional   land  use,   transportation,  water 
quality,   air  quality,  and  other  plans,  policies,  and  programs. 

This  discussion  of  plan  and  policy  relationships  should  include  exami- 
nation of  the  DRCOG  Draft  Regional   Growth  and  Development  Plan  for  the_ Denver 
Resign   (July,   1977)   and  of  the  results  ITf  the  DRCOG  Transportation  Plan 
Restatement.    The  March   17,    1977  Study  Design   prepared  by  DRCOG  for   the 
Transportation  Plan   Restatement  addresses  the  concerns: 

...whether  the  current  growth  and  development  policy  for  the 
Region  is   the  most  appropriate  policy,   considering  the  increased 
level   of  air  pollution  reported  in  the   1976  Air  Quality  Consis- 
tency Statement  and   the  overall   cost  of  providing  public  and 
private  facilities   to  accommodate  this  anticipated  growth.     This 
issue  needs  to  be  addressed,   first  through  the  assessment  of 
the  current  growth  and  development  plan,  and  then,   if  necessary, 
through  the  development  and  evaluation  of  other  growth  and 
development  plans,  which  are  more  consistent  with  air  quality 
policies  and  available  financing. 

Regarding   Item  4:     Air  Quality 

The  consideration  and  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  Foothills   Project  on 
air  quality  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan   Region  is   grossly  inadequate.     The 
exclusion  of  the  secondary  impacts  of  Foothills  on  air  quality  is   un- 
acceptable.   In  addition,   the  DES  contains  several   false  statements   regarding 
present  and  future  air  quality  in  the  region.     The  DES  cites  a   1974 
Environmental   Protection  Agency   (EPA)   study  which  concluded  that: 

...air  quality  in  the  Denver  area  could  be  improved  also  if 
the  Air  quality  Maintenance  Plan   (EPA   1974)   is   successful. 
By  1981,  carbon  monoxide  emissions  would  be  reduced  to  an 
allowable  level   for  human  health,  and  by  1988,   total   vehicular 
emission  of  hydrocarbons  would  be  reduced  to  limits  allowable 
for  human  environments   {EPA  1974).    (p.   2-101) 

The  EPA  Study  cited  is  outdated  and  has  been  superceded  by  several   more 
recent  studies  which  were  available  when  the  DES  was   being  prepared  including: 
Report  to  the  Public:    1976,  Air  Pollution  Control   Commission   (APCC,   1976),   and 
Air  QualUy  Assessment  Statement  (CY,    1976)   and  Addendum,   Joint  Regional 
Planning  Program    (JRPP),    December  9,    1976,    and  February  24,    1977.      In   contradic- 
tion to  the  EPA  study  these  reports  both  demonstrate  that  carbon  monoxide 


concentrations  will    increase  through  1980  and  continue  to  exceed  federal 
health  standards   through  the  year  2000.     These  more  recent  APCC  and  JRPP 
reports  show  that  in  1980  the  concentration  of  carbon  monoxide  will   exceed 
the  federal   health  standard  by  400%.     These  reports  also  demonstrate  that 
ozone   (hydrocarbon)   concentrations  will   continue  to  exceed  federal   health 
standards   through  the  year  2000.     The  DES  also  incorrectly  states   that 
"Present  emission  of  nitrogen  dioxide  concentrations  exceed  federal   health 
standards,   and  that  this  will   continue  through  the  year  2000. 

The  recently  adopted  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1977  delay  new  car 
emission  standards  which  will   result  in  even  higher  carbon  monoxide,  ozone 
(hydrocarbon)   and  nitrogen  dioxide  concentrations. 

Section  176(c)   of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1977,   states  that: 

No  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 
Government  shall    (1)  engage  in,    (2)   support  in  any  way  or 
provide  financial   assistance  for,    (3)   license  or  permit, 
or  (4)   approve,  any  activity  which  does  not  conform  to  a 
plan  after  it  has  been  approved  or  promulgated  under 
section  110.      No  metropolitan  planning  organization 
designated  under  section  134  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,   shall   give  its  approval    to  any  project,  program, 
or  plan  which  does  not  conform  to  a  plan  approved  or 
promulgated  under  section  110.     The  assurance  of  confor- 
mity to  such  a  plan  shall    be  an  affirmative  responsibility 
of  the  head  of  such  "department,   agency.,  or  instrumentality . 
(emphasis  added). 

Therefore  the  BLM  is   required  to  demonstrate  that  the  proposed  action  is  in 
conformance  with  the  State's  Air  Quality   Implementation  Plan   (SIP).     The  Final 
Environmental   Statement  must  address   the  consistency  of  the  proposed  action 
with  the  SIP. 

Regarding  Item  5:     Alternatives 

The  DES  provides  an  extremely  inadequate  and  inappropriate  assessment  of 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.     The  law  and  federal   guidelines  clearly 
indicate  the  Environmental   Statement  is  not  to  be  used  to  advocate  or  recommend 
a  particular  action,  but  must  assess  a  variety  of  reasonable  alternatives,   in- 
cluding the  alternative  of  doing  nothing,  equally  and  objectively.     Alternatives 
should  be  identified  at  the  beginning  of  the  Statement,  and  all   alternatives 
should  be  subjected  to  the  same  form  of  analysis  and  evaluation. 

The  assessment  of  conservation  in  conjunction  only  with  the  no-build  alter- 
native is  particularly  distortive  and  technically  incorrect.  The  "conservation" 
program  described  does  little  more  than  depict  the  dire  consequences  of  not 
implementing  the  Denver  Water  Board  (DWB)  proposal.  The  study  ought  to  determine 
whether  a  conservation  program,  alone  or  in  combination  with  each  other  alterna- 
tive, could  or  could  not  serve  the  needs  of  Denver  water  consumers  as  effectively 
as  the  proposed  DWB  project  or  any  of  the  other  alternatives  described.  This  is 
not  to  say  that  conservation  is  the  ideal  or  the  only  solution  to  Denver's  water 
problems;  but  simply  that  the  DES  has  not  given  an  objective  and  fair  assessement 
of  the  alternatives  available  to  the  Denver  region. 
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The  DES  also  fails  to  provide  consistent  and  explicit  measures  for  com- 
paring costs,  benefits,  and  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives.  At  the  least, 
the  DES  should  include  a  "balance-sheet"  type  of  cost-effectiveness  analysis 
which  provides  direct  (and,  as  much  as  possible, quantitative)  comparison  of 
the  specific  costs,  benefits,  and  impacts  of  each  alternative  with  all 
others. 

Regarding  Item  6:  Assumptions 

The  use  of  a  single  projection  of  population  growth  and  of  water  con- 
sumption patterns,  provided  by  DRCOG,  is  technically  inappropriate.  The 
assessment  of  long-range  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  and  its  alter- 
natives (required  by  NEPA)  should  be  based  on  a  range  of  different,  plausible 
assumptions,  or  "alternative  futures".  Given  that  demographic  projections 
have  a  history  of  being  almost  uniformly  incorrect,  this  use  of  a  single 
population  projection  as  a  basis  for  long-range  impact  assessment  is  indefensible. 
The  DES  fails  even  to  identify  and  critique  the  assumptions  on  which  the  DRCOG 
population  projection  is  based. 

The  secondary  impacts  of  enhancement  of  growth  potential  was  excluded 
from  the  analysis.  This  was  due  to  the  untenable  assumption  that  the  pro- 
ject would  not  alter  population  growth.  Water  availability  was  determined  to 
have  no  effect  on  the  developability  of  land.  Justifying  the  Foothills 
Project  on  expected  population  growth  which  in  itself  is  based  on  the  assump- 
tion of  no  water  constraints  is  a  circular  argument. 

Regarding  Item  7:  Complete  System 

The  issue  of  segmentation  of  the  proposed  project  which  caused  revision 
of  the  original  Environmental  Statement  has  not  been  resolved  in  the  new  DES. 
The  DES  fails  to  demonstrate  clearly  whether  the  125  mgd  treatment  facility 
is  considered  by  BLM  and  DWB  to  be  functionally  and  economically  a  self- 
sufficient  project  or  is  inextricably  linked  to  expansion  to  a  500  mgd 
facility.  The  comments  from  statewide  review  of  the  previous  DES  (March  1, 
1976)  showed  the  development  of  the  125  mgd  facility  alone  to  not  be  cost 
effective.  The  DES  also  does  not  adequately  show  where  and  for  what  purposes 
the  additional  500  mgd  facility  will  be  utilized.  The  ruling  of  the  Regional 
Solicitor  of  July  8,  1976  states  that  "...limitation  (of  study  of  impacts) 
to  125  mgd  is  a  serious  error  which  significantly  underestimates  the  potential 
impacts  of  this  proposed  action."  As  such,  the  present  DES  is  extremely 
deficient,  since  it  fails  to  provide  a  thorough  assessment  of  the  impact  of 
the  full  500  mgd  facility.  Neither  the  primary  nor  secondary  impacts  of 
the  500  mgd  facility  are  adequately  identified  and  evaluated.  The  status 
of  the  water  resource  "concepts"  discussed  in  the  DES  is  vague  and  ambiguous, 
and  the  assessment  of  these  additional  developments  fails  to  discuss  the 
full  range  of  probable  effects,  especially  secondary  impacts.  The  statement 
that  additional  federal  actions  would  each  be  subject  to  NEPA  requirements 
fails  to  respond  to  the  contention  that  federal  approval  of  the  Foothills  Pro- 
ject would  create  a  commitment  to,  or  prejudice  in  favor  of,  further  federal 
actions  required  for  the  development  of  water  resources  needed  to  justify 
the  existence  of  the  500  mgd  facility.  The  evaluation  of  additional  sources 
of  raw  water  and  their  environmental  impacts  cannot  be  divorced  from  the 
Foothills  decision,  since  three  fourths  of  the  foothills  Project  capacity  is 
useless  without  additional  raw  water. 


The  DES  states  that: 

The  no  action  alternative  would  result  in  the  occurrence 
of  peak  day  shortages  about  two  years  sooner  than  if  the 
project  were  constructed. 

This  demonstrates  that  the  basic  water  problem  is  one  of  demand  management 
rather  than  the  lack  of  treatment  and  raw  water  capacity.  These  demand 
management  techniques  should  be  more  fully  explored- 

Colorado  is  rapidly  approaching  full  utilization  of  the  water  resources 
available  under  Interstate  compacts  and  international  treaties.  In  addition, 
the  DES  indicates  that  dams  in  the  DWB  system  have  a  useful  lifetime  of  from 
50  to  100  years.  No  plan  appears  to  exist  for  supplying  Denver's  water  needs 
beyond  the  span  of  a  few  decades  --  a  short  period  in  the  life  cycle  of  a 
successful  metropolis.  Regardless  of  future  additions  of  water  resources 
facilities  to  the  DWB  system,  the  ultimate  limit  of  the  water  resources  avail- 
able to  Denver  must  soon  be  attained.  Within  a  few  decades,  the  total 
capacity  of  DWB  water  storage  will  begin  to  decline  and  will  eventually 
disappear  without  extensive  maintenance  and  renewal  which  are  not  discussed 
in  the  DES. 

While  the  discussion  of  primary  impacts  on  the  state  highway  system  is 
incomplete,  it  is  likely  that  certain  impacts  can  be  minimal.  Construction 
of  conduits,  disruption  of  traffic,  restoration  of  highway  right  of  way 
where  disturbed,  and  system  maintenance  activities  can  cause  little  or  no 
impact  depending  upon  committment  to  mitigation  measures.  The  DES  is  deficient 
in  evaluation  and  committment  regarding  conduits  other  than  No.  27.  It  is 
implicit  in  the  DES  that  additional  distribution  facilities  will  be  needed 
in  the  future.  These  must  be  included  with  the  entire  system.  Information 
is  also  needed  regarding  transport  of  construction  materials  and  equipment 
to  the  dam  and  treatment  plant  sites.  It  appears  that  repetitive  heavy 
loads  may  be  required  to  accomplish  delivery.  If  so  route  identification 
and  extensive  mitigation  measures  (such  as  railroad  delivery  or  reconstruction 
of  insufficient  state  roads)  will  be  required  to  prevent  significant  impacts. 

Regarding  Item  8:  Previous  Review  Comments 

It  is  apparent  that  the  essential  questions  and  objections  raised  in 
our  review  are  substantially  identical  to  those  presented  in  the  review  letters 
provided  through  the  State  Clearinghouse  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on 
March  1,  1976  in  regard  to  the  previous  DES.  We  recommend  that  the  current 
State  review  of  the  Foothills  Project  DES  make  specific  reference  to  those 
comments  which  remain  unresolved.  The  Final  Environmental  Statement  should 
contain  commitments  for  implementing  all  feasible  mitigating  measures. 

The  deficiencies  of  the  DES,  especially  omission  of  secondary  impact 
analysis  make  this  document  highly  inadequate  for  Department  of  Highways' 
short  and  long-range  planning  needs.  By  ignoring  the  obvious  growth  stimulating 
effects,  the  location  and  type  of  development  as  depicted  in  Maps  1-5  and  1-6 
demonstrating  increasing  urban  sprawl,  the  type  of  development  which  the  pro- 
posal encourages,  and  finally  the  construction  and  operational  impacts  of  the 
entire  water  collection,  storage  and  distribution  system,  the  Foothills 
Project  assessment  does  not  allow  this  Department  to  determine  potential 
increases  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT),  the  resultant  effects  of  air  and 


Mr.  Philip  H.  Schmuck 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
September  12,  1977 
Page  Eight 


noise  pollution,  or  the  specific  areas  where  traffic  increases  or  road 
deterioration  may  be  substantial. 

The  technical  comments  of  this  agency  are  assembled  in  Attachment  A. 
Many  other  questions  were  raised  during  our  interdisciplinary  review  which 
fall  within  the  topics  indicated  under  other  agencies  in  the  Work  Plan. 
These  auxiliary  comments  are  supplied  in  Attachment  B  in  case  you  might 
wish  to  use  them  to  supplement  the  commentary  provided  by  those  agencies. 
Please  contact  this  office  if  you  need  further  explanation  or  review.  We 
have  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  take  part  in  this  well  organized  review 
process. 


Very   truly  yours, 


L 


■*AS* 


■££«* 


/•(Jack  Kinstlinger 
Executive  Director 


Attachment  A  -  Foothills  Project 

The  various  technical   comments  of  the  Department  of  Highways  are  provided  below. 

Page  1-12.       Why  is  it  assumed  that  the  increasingly  higher  per  capita  consumption 
rate  will   continue.     Is  it  a  desirable  goal   to  sustain? 

Page  1-14.       Re:     "In  wet  years,  a  surplus  of  water  is  stored  to  help  compensate 
for  the  lack  of  water  available  for  collection  in  dry  years."     This  statement  is 
not  demonstrated  by  existing  DWB  policy,  which  emphasizes  expansion  of  storage 
facilities  to  support  population  and  economic  growth,  not  to  provide  a  buffer 
against  drought.     This  statement  is  crucial  to  the  DES  and  needs  support  of 
detailed  historic  and  projective  analysis.     The  population  and  water  demand  pro- 
jections in  the  DES  are  consistent  with  a  growth-promotion,  not  a  drought-ameliora- 
tion, policy. 

Page  1-14  to  1-20.     The  implication  that  the  Foothills  facility  is  needed  to  bring 
treatment  and  storage  capacities  into  balance  is  not  consistent  with  the  DWB  plans 
described.     The  latter  indicate  a  "leap-frog"  expansion  of  the  DWB  system,  with 
persistent  excess  capacity  alternating  between  treatment  and  storage  facilities. 

Page  1-15  and  1-16.       The  maps  showing  present  DWB  service  area  and  the  future 
DWB  service  area  demonstrate  that  the  Foothills  Project  is  contributing  to  urban 
sprawl   and  land  use  patterns  which  are  not  in  conformance  with   the  region's   land 
plans.     How  does  BLM  reconcile  this? 

Page  1-17.     The  quantitative  and  methodological   basis  of  the  projection  in  Table 
1-4   is  not  provided.     The  assumptions  contained   in  footnote  1   are  controversial, 
and  do  not  describe  a  plausible  range  of  alternative  futures.     The  figures  used 
to  rationalize  the  need  of  the  project  are  based  on  1974  rates.     The  1977  con- 
sumption/use  rates   are  probably  significantly  lower  than  previous  years   and  should 
be  reflected  in  the  DES  analysis  since  they  represent  the  effect  of  conservation. 

Page  1-27.     Re:      "The  reservoir  .    .    .   would  be  sufficient  to  retain  sediment  for 

about  75  years."     What  happens  once  the  facility  is  rendered  useless?     How  does 

this  affect  the  cost-effectiveness  of  the  proposed  project?  What  are  the  ESE 
effects   of  an  abandoned  reservoir? 


Page  1-52.     Isn't  there  already  a  waste  disposal   problem  from  the  MDSDD  #1  plant? 
How  will    disposal    from  the  Foothills  Plant  be  managed  to  avoid  repeating  the 
problem? 

Page  2-5.     Discussion  of  existing  utilities  does   not  include  consideration  of  other 
metro  water  suppliers  such  as  Aurora.     All  metropolitan  water  suppliers  and  their 
potential    for  serving  future  population  up   to  the  DRCOG  projection  of  2.35  million 
(year  2000  policy  forecast)   should  have  been  assessed  in  the  DES. 

Page  2-6.     Table  2-3  indicates   irrigation,    toliet  flushing,   and  bathing  account  for 
84.3%  of  all   domestic  water  use  in  the  DWB  service  area.     Modest  conservation  efforts 
could  easily  reduce  water  use   for  each  of  these  purposes   by  1/2,  with  little  or  no 
negative  impact  on  lifestyles.     This  would  represent  a  M%  increase  in  available 
per  capita  treated  water  for  domestic  use  without  construction  of  the  proposed 
Foothills  project,   other  things   being   the  same.     These  data  clearly  demonstrate 
that  modest  conservation  efforts  could  be  significantly  cost-effective  in  meeting 
the  needs  of  Denver  water  consumers.     Therefore  the  DES  should  have  treated 
conservation  as  a  viable  alternative  and  as  a   viable  component  of  other  proposed 
alternatives. 


Page  2-14.     Much  is  said  about  need  for  water  to  irrigate  lawns  and  gardens.     Why 
use  treated  water  for  this?     One  alternative  considered  might  have  been  separate 
distribution  system  for  watering  and  other  non-potable  needs.     The  discussion  of 
time  and  money  invested  in  horticulture  has  no  empirical   basis.     Inclusion  of 
public  parks,  highway  ROW,  golf  courses,  and  commons  areas  of  multiple  dwellings, 
completely  distorts  the  estimate  of  individual   investment  in  horticulture.     It 
should  be  noted  that  many  if  not  most  of  the  latter  are  irrigated  with  well  water 
and  do  not  represent  a  demand  on  DWB  facilities. 

Page  2-29.     Ground  Water  -  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  water  available  from  the 
bedrock  acquifers  of  the  Denver  Basin.     All   sources  of  water  should  be  inventoried. 

On  page  2-65  it  is  stated  that:     "Cars  traveling  over  dirt  roads  produce  dust  .    .    . 
(which)  is  the  most  prevalent  source  (of  air  pollution)    .    .    .  within  the  Foothills 
area  .    .    ."     This  is  contradicted  by  the  following  statement  on  page  2-66: 
"...   air  in  the  project  area  exceeds  only  the  standard  for  particulates.     This 
is  probably  the  result  of  fugitive  dust  rather  than  man-caused  development." 

To  our  knowledge,  cars  traveling  on  roads  is  a  "man-caused  development." 

Page  2-90.     Paragraph  3  "Douglas  county  zoning  regulations  support  the  comprehensive 
plan".     This  is  totally  wrong.     Douglas  County's  comprehensive  plan  was  declared 
null  and  void  in  February,  1975!     Adequacy  of  Douglas  County's  regulations  relating 
to  new  communities  is  currently  being  questioned. 

The  Land  Use  Commission  formally  requested  Douglas  County  to  designate  new 
communities  as  matters  of  state  interest.     Douglas  County  Commissioners  held  the 
required  public  hearing  and  has  issued  an  order  to  the  Land  Use  Commission  that  such 
regulations  are  not  needed.     The  Land  Use  Commission  now  has  to  make  a  decision  on 
whether  to  let  the  matter  pass  or  whether  to  take  Douglas  County  to  court. 

Page  2-91   to  2-93.     The  section  "Future  Environment  without  the  Proposed  Action"   is 
actually  the  "do  nothing  alternative".     The  format  of  the  DES  obscures  direct 
comparisons  of  alternatives.     The  meaning  of  assumption  #1 ,     that  the  total   amount 
of  raw  water  available  to  the  DWB  will   remain  constant,   is  unclear.     Since,  as  the 
DES  notes  elsewhere,  the  capacity  of  water  storage  reservoirs  is  continually  and 
progressively  diminished  by  siltation,  the  implication  of  this  statement  is  that 
additional  water  storage  facilities  will   come  on  line  at  a  rate  that  balances  the 
gradual   deterioration  in  capacity.     If  so,  these  additional  facilities  are  not 
identified.     If  existing  storage  reservoirs  are  to  be  dredged  to  maintain  constant 
capacity,  the  costs  and  impacts  of  this  activity  are  not  described. 

The  future  scenario  is  invalidated  by  the  singular  use  of  the  assumptions  #2  and 
#3,  as  follow: 

2.  Human  population  in  the  DWB  service  area  will   continue   to  grow  as 
estimated  by  the  Denver  Regional  Council   fo  Governments   (DRCOG)    .    .    . 

3.  As  long  as  raw  water  is  available  the  current  trends  in  water  use 
patterns  will  continue  .  .  .  Such  trends  will  be  reflected  in  both 
the  average  per  capita  per  day  consumption  and  in  the  maximum-day 
per  capita  consumption". 

Page  2-107.  Re:  Last  paragraph.  The  argument  presented  is  simplistic:  is  un- 
supported by  empirical  analysis;  and  fails  to  identify  alternative  future  condi- 
tions which  would  produce  different  patterns  of  urban  growth  and  development. 


Page  2-108.  Will  water  be  available  to  Douglas  County,  especially  the  Parker  area 
and  the  Highlands  Ranch?  The  DWB  has  previously  indicated  it  would  serve  any  land 
in  northern  Douglas   County  below  6200  feet  in  altitude. 

Page   3-1.     The  statement  that  "Secondary  impacts  are  identified  and  traced  as  far 
as  practical11  is  totally  untrue. 

Re:     Assumption  #3.     NEPA  and  BLM  guidelines  require  identification  of  the  re- 
lation between  short-term  uses  and  long-range  productivity  of  the  human  environ- 
ment.    The   impact  of  the  project  facilities  on  the  human  environment  beyond  their 
useful  lifetime  also  needs  to  be  identified  and  evaluated. 

Re:     Assumption  #4.     "Current  water  use  trends"  described  in  the  DES  do  not 
account  for  cycical   variations  in  climate  affecting  water  supply  and  use.     Again, 
the  assumption  of  population  growth  being  exogenous  from  water  resource  develop- 
ment is  incorrect;  water  is  obviously  a  constraint  to  growth. 

Page  3-5.     The  use  of  the  assumptions  (page  3-1   to  3-5)  to  justify  the  conclusion 
that  "the  Foothills  Project  would  not  alter  future  population  trends  in  the 
Denver  metropolitan  area.    .    ."  is  teleological  and  insupportable  without  a  valid 
analysis  of  alternative  assumptions  in  the  DES.     This  source  erroneous  conclusion 
is  repeated  throughout  the  document,  eg.   pages  3-11  and  3-12. 

Page  3-8.     Re:     third  paragraph.     This  paragraph  is  unrelated  to  the  section.     It 

represents   the  lack  of  significant  assessment  of  secondary  impacts.  The  section 

on  income  also  does  not  include  the  additional  income  of  the  DWB  and  its  employees 
resulting  from  increased  water  sales. 

Table  3-2,  for  reasons  discussed  above,  does  not  represent  a  meaningful  assessment 
of  alternative  future  water  requirements  in  the  DWB  service  area. 

Page  3-12.     The  discussion  of  community  lifestyles  is  extremely  inadequate.     An 
alternative  interpretation  would  be  that  the  impact  of  expanding  the  proposed 
facility  would  be  to  delay  essential   adjustments  in  social   behavior  required  to 
adapt  to  the  reality  of  finite  water  resources. 

The  contention  that  increased  water  supply  would  have  no  impact  on  wastewater 
treatment  plants  is  unjustified.     More  treated  water  has  direct  correlation  with 
water  that  ends  up  in  sewage  plants. 

Page  3-17.  Re:  paragraph  3.  Stating  that  the  impacts  of  500  mgd  development  are 
difficult  to  assess  does  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  NEPA. 

Re:     paragraph  4:   It  should  be  made  clear  that  the  utility  of  this  project  depends 
on  the  Two  Forks  Dam  project  (or  equivalent)  and  proposed  facilities  on  the  Blue 
and  Eagle  River  watersheds. 

Page  3-8.  Re:  paragraph  1.  Properly  divided,  the  annual  cost  would  be  $26,462,300 
not  S2, 646, 230.  The  entire  State  budget  is  presently  less  than  $2  billion  annually. 
The  DES  discussion  ^ery  much  obscures  the  costs  to  DWB  customers. 

Page  3-35.     The  DES  contains  a  false  statement  that  the:   "Use  of  construction 
vehicles  would  result  in  emissions.     However,  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  requires 
emission  control   devices  on  all  new  vehicles,  including  construction  vehicles." 
(p.  3-35).     Emission  control   devices  are  currently  required  only  on  "light-duty" 
vehicles  and  engines,  which  do  not  include  most  construction  vehicles   (42  U.S.C 
1857f-l).     Emission  reduction  devices  will  not  be  required  on  construction  vehicles 
until  model  year  1979   (Section  224,  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1977). 
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It  is  unlikely  that  more  than  a  small  percentage  of  construction  vehicles  used  in 
building  the  initial  project  would  be  brand  new  (1979  models  or  later). 


cyclical   and  long-term  climate 


Page  3-36.     The  section  on  Climate  does  not  address 
change. 

Page  3-61.     "The  impact  (on  roads)  of  construction  for  the  second  conduit  would 
be  greater,  but  this  is  not  quantifiable".   -  If  impacts  are  quantifiable  for  other 
conduits  why  not  this  one? 

Page  3-61.  The  DES  states  that  severe  traffic  restrictions  will  occur  on  South 
Colorado  Boulevard  and  South  Holly  Street,  during  the  construction  of  the  first 
and  second  conduits   (p.   3-61).     This  impact  can  and  must  be  mitigated. 

Page  6-1.     Re:     paragraph  1.     Far  more  detailed  and  extensive  discussion  is  re- 
quired of  the  consequences  of  the  project  beyond  the  75-year  expected  lifetime. 
What  long-term  environmental  effects  will   result  from  the  dam  and  treatment  plant 
facilities?     How  will   the  water  needs  of  future  Denver  residents  be  met  after  these 
facilities  become  inoperative?     Is  Denver's  population  expected  to  decline  after 
the  existing  water  supply  system  becomes  useless? 

Chapter  6  of  the  DES  fails  to  address  the  socio-economic  impact  of  further  water 
diversions  from  the  western  slope  and  is  therefore  inadequate. 

Page  7-2.     Chapter  7  does  not  assess  secondary  impacts. 

Page  8-1.     Consideration  of  No-Build  is  inadequate.     Does  not  explore  possible 
changes   in  land  use  patterns   to  denser  settlement  patterns   leaving  majority 
of  irrigated  lawns  to  recreation  areas.     Increased  density  would  aid  feasibility 
of  a  viable  mass  transit  system  which  would  reduce  overall   VMT  which  would 
ultimately  reduce  air  pollution. 

No  Build  needs  closer  evaluation  of  water  use  rates  as  of  this  summer  and  the  tap 
allocation  program. 

Page  3-6.     Contains   the  significant  statement  that: 

The  no  action  alternative  would  result  in  occurrence  of 
peak  day  shortages  about  two  years  sooner  than  if  the 
project  were  constructed.     However,  by  1990  and  beyond, 
consumers  in  the  DWB  service  area  would  experience  an 
equal    number  of  water  shortage  days  with  or  without  the 
project. 

If  the  reader  searches  very  carefully  through  the  document,  these  statements 
appear  to  be  verified.     For  example,  the  last  paragraph  on  page  1-18  would  support 
this  conclusion.      (However,   the  erroneous   reference  to  Tables   2-27  and   2-28  on  page 
8-15  make  the  task  even  more  cumbersome.)     One  does  not  find  this  critical    informa- 
tion in  the  section  FUTURE  ENVIRONMENT  WITHOUT  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION   (pages  2-91    to 
2-108)  where  it  should  have  been  cited  originally.     If  the  Foothills  project  is 
only  a  means  of  delaying  the  reality  of  Colorado's  lack  of  water  resources  for 
a  period  of  two  years,  it  would  seem  that  the  benefit/cost  relationship  alone 
would  make  the  project  unacceptable. 


It  also  appears  that  the  claim  that  Foothills  will   allow  the  existing  life 
styles  to  be  maintained  until   2001   is  a  misrepresentation.     In  addition  to  the 
inconsistency  of  the  above  statement  with  this  claim,  the  construction  schedule 
seems  at  odds  with  the  needs.     Between  1988  and  1990,  the  total   reliable 
annual  water  supply  (312,300  ac-ft)  will   be  utilized  regardless  of  the  Foothills 
project.     Yet,  the  500  MGD  expansion  facility  will   be  constructed  between  1986 
and  1998  based  on  the  assumption  that  additional   raw  water  will   be  obtained  via 
one  of  three  water  supply  alternatives.     No  comment  is  made  as  to  when  the 
facility  will   be  operable,   1998?     If  so,  then  shortages  will   be  realized  in  the 
interim. 

Many  questions  arise  when  one  attempts  to  interpret  the  data  presented.  Table 
2-30  suggests  a  shortage  as  early  as  1980  without  the  project  while  raw  water 
does  not  become  a  limiting  factor  until  1990  (Table  8-1).  The  early  shortage 
is  attributed  to  lack  of  treatment  facilities.  (It  seems  an  assumption  is  made 
that  alternatives  exist  for  treatment  otherwise  lack  of  raw  water  would  never 
become  an  issue.)  The  statement  is  then  made  that  water  demand  will  increase 
until  it  equals  the  reliable  available  raw  water  supply,  312,300  acre-feet 
(pages   2-95  and  8-15).     This   brings   to  mind  the  following  questions: 

a.  Why  will   demand  continue  to  increase  in  spite  of  shortages  due 
to  lack  of  treatment  facilities? 

b.  Or  what  happens  to  demand  when  it  equals  the  raw  water  supply? 
Does  demand  no  longer  increase  when  it  equals  supply? 

c.  If  in  fact  demand  does  not  increase  after  it  equals   the  raw 
water  supply  then  what  is  the  need  for  the  500  MGD  facility? 

It  would  appear  that  the  analysis   done  on   this   project  is   very  weak.     The  belief 
that  the  project  has  no  relation  to  population  growth  is  not  supported  by  the 
above  discussion,   unless  of  course,   increase   in  demand  has   no   relationship   to 
population. 

Page  8-11.      Re:    fire  fighting.     No   reason   is   given   in   the  DES  why  treated,  potable 
water  is  required  for  fire  fighting. 

Page  8-12.     The  discussion  of  water  rationing   is   completely  unrealistic  and 
inappropriate.     The  costs,  benefits,  and  effects  of  water  conservation  programs 
are  not  objectively  assessed. 

Page  8-13.     The  discussion  of  water  metering  and  alternative  rate  structures  is 
simplistic,  unrealistic  and  not  based  on  empirical  evidence.     The  assumption 
that  business  establishments  would  be  exempt  from  escalating  water  rates  is 
completely  unjustified,   and  arbitrary.     The   last  sentence  on   the  page   is  a   gross 
understatement.     The  data  presented  in   the  DES   indicate  the   installation  of 
domestic  water  saving  devices  and  other  modest  conservation  measures  could  reduce 
domestic  water  consumption  by  40"  or  more  without  dramatic  effect  on  community 
lifestyles. 

Page  8-14.     The  identification  of  local   storage  as  an  alternative  to  the  construc- 
tion of   large-scale  water  supply  facilities   is  good,   and  should  be  evaluated  far 
more  extensively. 


The  statement  regarding  System  Improvements  is  grossly  inadequate.  Commitment 
to  major  construction  at  Foothills  would  be  highly  inappropriate  in  the  absence 
of  a  thorough  study  and  evaluation  of  the  efficiency  of  the  existing  DWB  water 
distribution  system. 

The  discussion  of  recycling  is  far  too  brief.     Siven  the  long  expected  lifetime 
of  the  proposed  project,  short-term  constraints  on  water  recycling  should  not 
be  an  obstacle  to  thoroughly  assessing  the  long-range  benefits  of  recycling  in 
comparison  to  the  prodigious  costs  of  the  proposed  project.     The  study  of  re- 
cycling should  also  include  consideration  of  the  use  of  "gray  water"  for  irriga- 
tion and  other  end  uses  not  requiring  water  of  potable  quality. 

Page  8-20.     Under  the  discussion  of  Conduit  27,  since  it  is  not  presented  else- 
where, the  disruption  caused  by  conduit  construction  should  be  included.     Is 
there  adequate  highway  right  of  way  for  multiple  use  or  will   the  conduit  enter 
Chapel  Hill  Cemetery  property?    Also,  Orchard  Avenue  and  Happy  Canyon  Road 
should  be  included  in  Table  2-29. 

Page  8-29.     The  identification  of  new  sources  of  raw  water  in  the  discussion  of 
"Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action"  is  inappropriate.     The  DES  indicates  new 
sources  of  water  are  not  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  project,  but  are 
essential   to  the  implementation  of  the  500  mgd  development.     The  format  of 
the  presentation  here  tends  to  confuse  and  obscure  public  perception  of  the 
critical   issues  posed  by  the  Foothills    proposal. 

Page  8-31.     Analyses  of  other  alternatives  especially  the  water  supply  concepts 
(i.e.  Two  Forks  Reservoir)  does  not  address  probability  of  contrived  low  density 
sprawl  which  has  direct  implications  for  financial   liability  of  State  and  locals 
to  provide  and  maintain  the  necessary  road  facilities.     Low  density  sprawl   also 
has  direct  implications  of  a  resultant  increase  in  air  pollution  levels. 
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Mr.  Philip  H.  Schmuck 

Director 

Colorado  Division  of  Planning 

520  Centennial  Building 

1313  Sherman  Street 

Denver,  CO   80203 

Dear  Mr.  Schmuck: 

I  would  like  to  supplement  the  Department  of  Highways ' 
12,  1977  on  the  Foothills  DES  as  follows. 


ments  of  September 


The  Foothill's  DES  uses  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments   future 
population  estimates  as  ".  .  .  the  basis  for  the  DWB's  [Denver  Water  Board's] 
planned  water  system  development."  (p.  1-12).  Thus  a  year  2000  population 
of  2.35  million  people  in  the  metropolitan  area  is  used  in  an  attempt  to 
justify  the  proposed  Foothills  project.  However,  the  implications  of  this 
population  growth  have  never  been  systematically  assessed.  At  the  same  time 
the  unrestricted  availability  of  cheap  water  has  been  used  to  generate  the 
population  projections. 

The  Colorado  Department  of  Highways  has  conducted  studies  of  the  consequences 
of  such  growth  which  reveal  that  a  regional  population  of  2.35  million  for 
the  year  2000  may  well  be  intolerable.  As  part  of  the  Colorado  Department 
of  Highways'  study  concerning  I  470  an  analysis  was  made  of  region-wide 
traffic  projections  for  the  year  2000. 

For  the  anlaysis  the  following  assumptions  were  made: 

•  A  year  2000  regional  population  of  2.35  million  as  projected  by  the 
Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  (DRCOG) ; 

•  A  regional  highway  network  costing  five  times  all  projected  federal, 
state  and  local  revenues;  and 

•  The  implementation  of  the  Regional  Transportation  District's  (RTD) 
multi-billion  dollar  light  rail  and  bus  system. 

This  analysis  concluded  that,  based  on  these  assumptions,  the  following 
conditions  would  occur  in  the  year  2000: 
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1.  The  complete  breakdown  of  the  region's  highway  system 
(see  Figure  1,  attached),  and 

2.  Air  pollution  concentrations  seriously  exceeding  the  federal 
standards  designed  to  protect  human  health  (see  Figure  2, 
attached) . 

In  addition,  the  study  demonstrated  that  the  cost  of  providing  public 
services  to  new  growth  on  the  urban  fringe  exceeds  the  revenues  such  new 
growth  generates  by  180%. 

Based  on  this  analysis  the  1  470  Ad  Hoc  Commission,  composed  of  Hal  Anderson, 
Jefferson  County  Commission;  Robert  L.  Tonsing,  the  470  Task  Force; 
Dennis  M.  Orr,  Board  of  Directors,  Denver  Chamber  of  Commerce;  Edward  T.  Lyon 
Attorney;  H.  Lee  Ambrose,  Highway  Commissioner;  Paul  W.  Thompson,  Lakewood 
City  Councilman;  Maggi  Markey,  Boulder  County  Commissioner;  Sally  Parsons, 
Littleton  City  Councilpe'rson;  Mike  Moore,  Co-Chairman  FACTS  (For  Alternative 
Community  Transportation  Systems);  Monte  Pascoe,  Attorney;  Joanne  Paterson, 
Jefferson  County  Commissioner,  Co-Chairperson;  Harold  Patton,  Mayor, 
Greenwood  Village,  Co-Chairperson,  concluded  on  December  17,  1976  that: 

The  above  problems  are  directly  related  to  the  DRCOG/JRPP  land 
use  plan  and  population  projections  which  form  the  data  base  for 
highway  traffic  analysis.   The  Ad  Hoc  Commission  urges  that 
development  of  alternative  land  use  plans,  population  projections, 
and  transportation  plans  be  initiated  immediately  to  address  the 
above  concerns  and  that  the  social,  economic,  environmental  effects 
and  public  cost  implications  of  any  alternatives  be  analyzed  prior 
to  acceptance. 


Very  truly'  yours,   /  ,    t 

;  / , ,■    1 1  b  / 

/ 


Jack  Kinstlinger 
Executive  Director    /  *• 
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Chips  Berry 

Water  Study  coordinator 


Laren  D.  Morrill 
Deputy  Director 


September  12,  1977 


SUBJECT:   Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the  Proposed 
Foothills  Project 

Members  of  the  staff  of  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the 
proposed  Foothills  Project  and  consider  it  to  be  adequate.   Given 
the  assumed  population  projections,  even  without  any  increase  in 
per  capita  use,  it  is  evident  that  the  demand  for  water  will  exceed 
the  present  treatment  capacity  of  the  Denver  water  system  in  the 
near  future.   Conservation  methods  such  as  sprinkling  regulations, 
mandatory  water-saving  devices  in  the  house,  universal  metering, 
and  rate  increases  or  adjustments  could  put  off  the  day  of  reckon- 
ing for  a  short  tie;  but  within  a  few  years,  the  demand  for  water 
would  outstrip  the  treatment  capacity.   Therefore,  prudent  planning 
dictates  that  additional  capacity  be  constructed  as  soon  as 
possible. 


We  think  that  the  only  two  viable  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  plan  are  a  lower  dam  or  an  upstream  diversion  dam.   The 
lower  dam  would  have  about  the  same  environmental  effects  as  the 
proposed  dam  and  would  result  in  higher  treatment  costs  because 
of  less  settlement  capacity.   The  upstream  diversion  dam  would  be 
subject  to  icing  problems;  therefore,  the  plant  probably  could 
only  operate  during  a  nine-month  period.   This  would  result  in 
increased  energy  demands  for  pumping  during  the  winter  months. 
Also,  treatment  costs  would  be  higher  because  of  lack  of  settlement 
capacity  upstream  from  the  diversion  dam. 

The  Chatfield  alternative  has  so  many  problems  that  we 
do  not  consider  it  to  be  viable.   The  alternative  of  storing  addi- 
tional treated  water  to  meet  the  increasing  demands  would  be 
extremely  expensive  if  enough  storage  were  provided  to  be  effective. 
Even  if  this  were  feasible  from  the  economic  and  environmental 
standpoint,  it  would  only  put  off  the  requirement  for  additional 
treatment  plant  capacity  until  the  total  yearly  demand  for  treated 
water  exceeded  the  annual  plant  capacity.   m  addition,  the  tremen- 
dous energy  requirements  for  pumping  would  continue. 

Our  only  other  comment  is  that  the  proposed  Foothills 
Project  is  an  independent  unit,  and  its  immediate  need  is  not 
dependent  on  a  future  Two  Forks  dam  and  reservoir  as  some  have 
claimed.   While  it  is  true  that  prudent  engineering  practice  would 
dictate  that  the  Foothills  Project  be  designed  so  that  it  would 
become  an  integral  part  of  a  future  Two  Forks  Project,  it  is  our 
opinion  that  speculation  concerning  the  relationship  between  a 
present  Foothills  Project  and  a  future  Two  Forks  Project  is  not 
and  should  not  become  an  issue  at  this  time. 


Of  all  the  alternatives  that  have  been  proposed,  either 
in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  or  informally,  in  our  opinion 
the  proposed  Foothills  Project  is  the  most  viable.   While  the  dam, 
tunnel,  and  access  road  must  be  constructed  for  the  ultimate  500 
mgd  capacity,  the  treatment  plant  itself  is  planned  in  125  mgd 
increments  so  that  it  can  be  enlarged  as  future  demand  dectates. 
Because  this  plant  would  supply  the  area  by  gravity  flow  instead 
of  pumping,  it  would  operate  as  a  base  load  plant  at  an  estimated 
average  of  85  to  90  percent  of  capacity.   The  present  plants,  most 
of  which  must  pump  a  considerable  portion  of  their  treated  water, 
would  then  operate  primarily  as  peaking  plants.   Under  this  plan, 
there  would  be  a  considerable  savings  in  electrical  energy  and  fuel 
requirements. 


Memorandum 


September  12,  1977 


COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH 

4210  EAST  11TH  AVENUE  ■ 


DENVER.  COLORADO  80720 
Aftihony  Robbins,  M.D. ,  K.P., 


PHONE  388-6111 
.    Executive  Director 


September  16,  1977 

Harri  s  Sherman 

Executi ve  Di rector 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 

1313  Sherman 

Denver,  CO  80203 

ATTN:   Chips  Berry 

RE:   Foothills  Project,  DEIS 

Dear  Harris: 

The  Department  of  Health  has  reviewed  the  DEIS  for  the  proposed 
Foothills  Treatment  Plant.   The  substance  of  our  comments  fall 
into  categories  -  the  one  being  issues  primarily  concerned  with 
indirect  impacts  which  may  be  stimulated  by  the  construction  of 
Foothills,  and  the  other  being  those  technical  aspects  of  the  DEIS 
itself  which  the  Department  of  Health  feels  have  been  inadequately 
addressed  from  a  divisional  point  of  view. 

In  essence,  the  Department  feels  that  the  alternatives  outlined 
in  the  Draft  cover  only  some  of  the  possible  courses  of  action 
available  and  that  greater  breadth  and  depth  of  these  alternatives 
should  have  been  developed  and  analyzed  in  order  for  the  document 
to  offer  a  true  source  of  factual  comparisons. 

In  the  discussion  of  individual  treatment  capaciti 
three  Denver  plants,  we  note  that  although  Moffat  has 
capacity  of  210  MGD  it  has  normally  been  operating  wel 
capacity.  Apparently,  sufficient  quantities  of  raw  wa 
available  to  supply  the  plant  on  a  continuous  basis  th 
Moffat  system.  If  this  is  as  stated,  the  Department  w 
raise  the  question  of  the  possibility  of  transporting 
the  South  Platte  Roberts  Tunnel  to  the  Moffat  Plant  to 
utilize  the  existing  treatment  capacity.  In  addition, 
cult  to  address  the  need  for  additional  treatment  faci 
out  having  the  data  available  to  analyze  the  extent  of 
tion  at  or  near  full  capacity.  If  treatment  capacity 
or  exceeded  for  only  limited  periods  of  the  day,  the  s 
solution  may  be  increasing  the  treated  wa.ter  storage  c 
the  system  rather  than  in  devel oping  additional  treatm 
ities.   This  in  turn  leads  one  to  ask  what  will  the  en 
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look  like  by  the  year  2000.   Will  the  Marston  and  Moffat  plants 

be  in  use  on  a  daily  basis  once  the  500  MGD  at  Foothills  is  on 

line?   And  if  not,  why  will  Foothills  be  expanded  to  500  MGD  at 

the  expense  of  allowing  Marston  and  Moffat  to  lie  idle?  This 
doesn't  appear  to  be  good  economics  in  this  context. 


And,  while 
del i  very  f i  el d 
requi  rements  in 
in  funding  for 
apparent  lack  i 
has  failed,  at 
i  nf 1 uences  whic 
the  other  gover 
growth  trend  as 
projection  abou 
how  that  growth 
not  be  bui 1 t. 
should  a  {possi 
current  popul at 
use  is  reduced 
hi  gh  capi  tal  co 
than  anti  ci  pate 
users  will  be 
occur  ,  i  t  would 
expensive  water 
p  o  s  s  i  b  i  1  i  ty  s  h  o 


on  the  su 
have  witn 

the  last 
these  req 
f  concern 
1  east  i n 
h  the  inc 
nmental 

outl i  ned 
t  growth 

project!' 
What  f  i  g  u 
ble)  cond 
ion  p  r  o  j  e 
-  through 
sts  of  Fo 
d  populat 
addled  wi 

appear  t 

would  be 
uld  at  le 


bject  of 
essed  a  t 

few  year 
uests.   I 

for  thes 
part,  by 
reased  av 
ervice  ne 

in  the  d 
and  its  d 
on  might 
res  are  a 
i  t  i  o  n  e  x  i 
cti  ons  ar 

conserva 
o  t  h i 11 s  w 
ion  base 
th  exorbi 
hat  becau 

the  rewa 
a s t  in  pa 


benefit/ 
remendou 
s  w  i  t  h  o  u 
t  appear 
e  i  n  d  i  r  e 
not  taki 
a  i  1  a  b  i  1  i 
eds  norm 
ocument. 
esired  1 
be  affec 
v  a  i  1  a  b  1  e 
st  in  wh 
en ' t  rea 
tion  met 
i  1 1  have 
with  the 
tant  wat 
se  of  co 
rd.  We 
s s i n g  be 


cost ,  we  in  th 
s  i ncrease  i n 
t  a  commensura 
s  that  the  DEI 
ct  health-rela 
ng  grasp  of  th 
ty  of  water  wi 
al  ly  associ  ate 

It  seems  to 
ife  style  shou 
ted  should  the 

as  to  per  cap 
ich  Foothills 
ched  and  proje 
hods?   I t  appe 

to  be  shared 

result  that  D 
er  rates.   If 
nservation  met 
feel  some  ment 

open  for  publ 


health 
servi  ce 
te  trend 
S  with  its 
ted  issues 
e  peripheral 
11  have  on 
d  with  the 
us  that  a 
Id  also  address 

project 
ita  cost 
is  built  and 
cted  daily 
ars  that  the 
by  a  smaller 
enver  water 
this  were  to 
hods  more 
ion  of  this 
ic  review. 


The  following  issues  deal  with  more  specificity  around  technical 
issues  as  outlined  by  my  staff: 

Water  Quality  &  Engineering  Division: 

1.   The  brief  discussion  on  the  impact  upon  wastewater  treatment 
facilities  (p.  3-12)  is  inadequate.   Apparently,  the  DEIS  takes 
the  position  that  growth  in  the  Denver  Metro  area  is  inevitable, 
and  this  project  simply  will  keep  up  with  growth  and  not  induce 
it. 

If  the  position  is  taken  opposite  of  this,  namely  that  water 
supply  will  generate  growth,  and  consequently,  sewage  treatment 
needs,  a  considerable  impact  on  area  sewage  facilities  is  apparent. 
Assuming  the  historical  ratio  between  potable  water  produced 
and  wastewater  treated  holds  in  the  future,  a  wastewater  treat- 
ment capacity  of  193  MGD  will  be  necessary  with  the  125  MGD 
phase,  and  300  MGD  wastewater  treatment  capacity  will  be  needed 
at  the  500  MGD  phase.   This  latter  figure  is  far  in  excess  of 
of  the  existing  or  planned  capacity  of  area  wastewater  plants. 


and  will  require  a  large  capital  expenditure  within  the  time 
frame  of  the  DEIS. 
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2.  The  DEIS  estimates  the  salinity  increase  at  Imperial  Dam  result- 
ing from  the  500  MGD  phase  of  this  project  at  7  mg/1  (page  5-2), 
and  also  discusses  a  number  of  direct  impacts  on  west  slope  fish- 
eries resulting  from  additional  diversions  (Chapter  8).   It  does 
not  go  into  detail  on  the  secondary  effects  of  these  additional 
di versions,  however. 

The  Northwest  Colorado  COG,  through  their  208  water  quality 
planning  program,  has  examined  these  possible  impacts  in  more 
detail  including: 

A.  Additional  wastewater  treatment  costs  due  to  less  dilution 
water  available. 

B.  Loss  of  aquatic  habitat  (beyond  that  discussed  in  the  DEIS) 
due  to  reduction  in  "spring  flush". 

C.  Economic  loss  to  the  west  slope  due  to  reduced  recreational 
activities  such  as  fishing  and  kayaking. 

D.  Economic  detriment  to  junior  water  rights  holders. 

The  Northwest  Colorado  COG  goes  on  to  suggest  a  system  of  off- 
setting these  losses  to  the  west  slope  through  a  repayment  scheme 
among  other  measures.   The  final  Environmental  Statement  should 
address  these  west  slope  water  quality  concerns  and  recommenda- 
tions i  n  more  detai 1  . 

3.  The  DEIS  devoted  very  little  time  and  effort  to  the  possibility 
of  treatment  and  reuse  of  wastewater  flows  from  the  Denver  region 
(p.  8-14,  15).   Its  primary  justification  for  dismissing  this 
question  is  the  lack  of  existing  systems  in  the  U.S.  today  for 

producing  drinking  water  from  wastewater.  Since  the  primary 
impetus  for  the  Foothills  Project  is  to  meet  the  high  summer  use 
requirements  (lawn  irrigation),  it  only  stands  to  reason  that  if 
wastewater  effluent  could  be  treated  to  meet  lower  standards  for 
lawn  irrigation,  the  Foothills  Project  may  not  be  necessary  for 
some  time  into  the  future.  This  option  should  be  addressed  more 
fully  in  the  final  EIS. 

4.  The  obvious  short  term  construction  related  impacts  on  the  South 
Platte  River  system  have  been  adequately  addressed  in  our  opinion. 

5.  In  reviewing  the  DEIS,  erosion  and  sedimentation  are  the  major 
water  quality  concerns.   Construction  activity  of  the  type  asso- 
ciated with  this  pro ject  increases  the  potential  for  erosion  on 

a  large  scale,  and,  although  of  a  temporary  nature,  will  increase 
the  quantity  of  sediment  entering  local  water  bodies. 


Because  of  the  limited  construction  detail  available  in  this 
report,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  assess,  with  any  reasonable 
accuracy,  the  magnitude  and  extent  of  water  pollutant  discharges 
from  the  construction  areas.   Estimates  contained  in  the  DEIS 
indicate  that  the  average  amount  of  sediment  transported  by  water 
from  its  source  area  into  local  watercourses  can  be  expected  to 
approximate  1/2  ton/acre/year  at  the  125  MGD  stage  and  3  tons/ 
acre/year  at  the  500  MGD  stage. 

Great  care  should  be  exercised  to  control  runoff  from  construc- 
tion activities  so  as  not  to  exert  harmful  effects  on  local  water 
bodies.   The  proper  application  of  drainage  control  measures 


during  construction  can  alleviate  the  more  serious  runoff  prob- 
lems.  The  report  does  indicate  that  techniques  will  be  employed 
to  minimize  erosion  (landscaping,  etc.). 

6.  Relocation  of  the  South  Platte  channel  during  construction  of  the 
dam  and  reservoir  and  crossing  of  the  South  Platte  will  require 

a  Section  "404"  permit  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
certification  through  the  Colorado  Health  Department.   NPDES  per- 
mits will  be  required  for  all  pollutant  discharges  into  the  water- 
way. 

There  appears  to  be  a  discrepancy  between  statements  which  pre- 
dict the  effective  demand  capacity  of  the  125  MGD  addition. 
Page  1-18  indicates  that  demands  "could  be  met  until  around  1983". 
Page  3-8  states  that  "additional  treatment  capacity  and  more 
raw  water  would  be  required  beginning  in  1988". 

7.  The  discussion  of  toxic  chemical  spills  is  inadequate  for  our 
purposes.  We  request  that  additional  attention  be  directed  to 
the  preparation  of  a  plan  for  the  control  of  serious  vehicular 
collisions  or  major  accidents  that  would  result  in  a  toxic 
chemical  spill  (chlorine,  ammonia,  etc.). 

Radiation  and  Hazardous  Wastes  Control  Division: 

On  page  3-39,  it  is  noted  that  noise  levels  next  to  the  Strontia 
Springs  Dam  would  range  from  85  to  95  dBA  and  a  noise  level  of  60  dBA 
would  be  anticipated  4000  feet  downstream.   Referring  to  Map  1-2,  the 
55  dBA  contour  (7200  feet)  would  reach  as  far  as  the  mouth  of  Mill 
Gulch.   The  50  dBA  contour  (13,000  feet)  theoretically  would  extend 
north  almost  to  the  South  Platte  intake  and  east  through  the  middle 
of  Roxborough  Park.   (Colorado  State  noise  standards  for  residential 
areas  are  55  dBA  during  daylight  and  50  dBA  at  night.) 

Since  the  ambient  levels  in  the  region  are  low  (32  to  40  dBA), 
an  isolated  noise  source  such  as  the  dam's  regulating  valves  will  be 
more  disturbing  than  it  would  be  in  a  region  of  higher  ambient  noise. 
Theoretically,  the  noise  is  attenuated  to  the  ambient  level  of  40  dBA 
at  41 ,000  feet. 
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Air  Pollution  Control  Division: 

(Primary)  Air  Ouality  Impacts 

The  construction  and  operation,  in  itself,  of  the  proposed  water 
diversion  and  treatment  facilities  or  their  alternatives  should  have 
minimal  impact  on  regional  air  quality.  Mitigating  measures  are  avail- 
able to  reduce  the  air  contaminants  released  during  both  on-site  con- 
struction and  operation  of  the  facilities.  The  pollutant  of  primary 
concern  is  particulate. 

Securing  the  necessary  air  pollution  emission  permits  is  a 
Department  of  Health  authorizing  action  which  should  be  (and  was  not) 
included  1n  Table  1-3  "Summary  of  Authorizing  Actions".  Since  the 
project  lies  in  a  Commission  designated  air  pollution  control  area, 
all  fugitive  dust  permit  provisions  apply.  The  following  activities 
can  be  identified  in  the  DEIS  which  would  require  emission  permits: 

1.  Strontia  Springs  Dam:  Excavation  for  access  area,  reservoir,  and 
dam  fill;  fugitive  dust  emission  (Regulation  No.  3;  Regulation  No. 
1 ,  Section  II. D.). 

2.  Stevens  Gulch:  Concrete  batching  operations;  point  source  emission 
permit  (Regulation  No.  3). 

3.  Stevens  Gulch:   Four  acre  staging  area;  fugitive  dust  emission  per- 
mit (Regulation  No.  3;  Regulation  No.  1,  Section  II. D.). 

4.  Chatfield  area:  Gravel  mining,  crushing,  screening  (if  not  an 
existing  permitted  or  grandfathered  source);  point  source  and 
fugitive  dust  emission  permit  (Regulation  No.  3;  Regulation  No.  1, 
Section  II. D.). 

5.  Platte  Canyon  Road:   13,900  feet  of  road,  3000  feet  new;  gravel 
with  Pentaprime  application;  20  trucks  per  day  plus  construction 
workers;  fugitive  dust  emission  permit  (Regulation  No.  3;  Regula- 
tion No.  1 ,  Section  II  .0. ) . 

6.  Tunnel  Excavation:   102,000  yd3  to  be  excavated  and  deposited  on 
prescribed  areas  along  Little  Willow  Creek,  30  level  acres  at 
East  Portal  of  Tunnel;  fugitive  dust  emission  permit  (Regulation 
No.  3;  Regulation  No.  1,  Section  II. D.). 

7.  Foothills  Treatment  Plant:   Six  acres  to  be  disturbed,  2,699  foot 
road  from  south  to  use  crushed  rock;  fugitive  dust  emission  permit 
(Regulation  No.  3,  Regulation  No.  1,  Section  1 1 . D . ) :  activated 
carbon  storage  and  handling  system;  point  source  emission  permit 
(Regulation  No.  3) . 


8.  Conduit  #27:   115  acres  total  land  disturbance:  unsurfaced  bladed 
road  constructed  parallel  to  conduit  #27,  fugitive  dust  emission 
permit  (Regulation  No.  3;  Regulation  No.  1,  Section  Et.D.j. 

9.  Existing  Douglas  County  gravel  roads  #5;  #7  used  to  access  south 
from  Kassler;  increase  in  traffic  may  require  dust  control  plan 
pursuant  to  Regulation  No.  1,  Section  II, D. 

If  the  controlled  emissions  from  a  single  or  cumulative  sources 
will  exceed  25  tons  per  year,  a  period  of  public  comment  is  required 
(Air  Pollution  Control  Regulation  No.  3,  Section  G.).  Compliance 
with  the  applicable  performance  and  ambient  air  quality  standards 
must  be  demonstrated  in  order  to  secure  a  permit.   The  following  time 
could  elapse  from  the  date  of  submittal  of  a  complete  application: 

20  days  permit  review 

10  days  preparation  and  publishing  preliminary 

analysis 
30  days  to  receive  public  comment 
30  days  to  evaluate  response  to  public  comment 
5  days  inssuance  or  denial  of  permit 


TOTAL   95  days 

A  detailed  analysis  of  the  uncontrolled  and  controlled  emissions 
is  a  necessary  part  of  any  permit  application.   We  would  therefore 
not  require  such  an  analysis  as  part  of  this  EIS.  However,  a  cursory 
analysis  would  allow  more  meaningful  information  to  be  provided  rela- 
tive to  the  primary  air  quality  impacts.  It  could  also  affect  and 
therefore  assist  the  BLM  and  Denver  Water  Board  in  preparing  the 
hypothetical  construction  schedule  (pp.  1-24).  An  Air  Pollution  Divi- 
sion internal  worksheet  is  attached  which  may  be  used  for  this  purpose. 
The  Division  should  be  contacted  for  information  on  control  efficiencies 
and  emission  factors. 

The  Department  of  Health  submits  this  review  and  offers  these 
comments  in  the  spirit  of  cooperation  in  hopes  that  BLM's  final 
decision  will  prove  beneficial  for  all  of  Colorado's  citizens  in  both 
the  near  and  long  term  future  of  our  State. 


Si  ncerely 
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Anthony  Robbins,  M.D.,  M.P.A. 
Executive  Director 
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Mr.    Harris   Sherman 

Executive  Director 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 

1313  Sherman  Street 
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SUBJECT: 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Proposed  Foothills  Project 


■  Mr.  Sherman: 


The  Colorado  Division  of  Planning  has  received  and  reviewed  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  for  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project  and  submits  the 
following  comments : 

Policy  Comments 

We  feel  that  the  current  environmental  Impact  statement  is  inadequate  on  several 
grounds.   While  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  in  the  area  of  the  proposed 
treatment  plant  and  storage  reservoir  were  thoroughly  covered,  assessment  of 
economic  and  social  impacts  were  woefully  inadequate  and,  in  some  cases,  re- 
flected gross  misunderstandings  of  the  potential  effects  of  the  decision  to  be 
made.  The  selection  of  alternatives  ignored  such  obvious  choices  as  additional 
treated  water  storage  capacity  and  a  combination  of  the  Phase  I  Foothill  treat- 
ment plant  with  the  conservation  program.   Inadequate  economic  information  was 
included  to  allow  any  intelligent  discussion  of  trade-offs  between  adverse 
environmental  impacts  and  higher  costs  of  water  delivery. 

Many  of  these  deficiencies  in  the  environmental  impact  statement  are  inherent  in 
rules  for  EIS  preparation  adopted  by  the  Department  of  Interior.  These  statements 
frequently  leave  the  impression  that  the  decision  on  the  project  has  already  been 
made  and  the  statement  is  merely  a  justification  for  that  decision.  As  Mr.  Robert 
Flynn,  attorney  for  several  suburban  water  and  sanitation  districts,  stated  in 
a  debate  on  September  7,  "I  suggest  to  you  that  this  is  not  a  matter  of  debate. 
Foothills  will  be  built."   (Rocky  Mountain  News,  September  8,  1977.) 

Despite  the  inadequacies  of  the  environmental  impact  statement,  we  believe  that 
it  does  justify  the  need  for  additional  treatment  capacity  in  the  Denver  area, 
although  not  as  urgently  as  has  been  suggested.   Construction  of  the  treatment 
plant  at  a  capacity  of  125  mgd,  provided  that  it  does  not  discourage  the  analysis 
of  other  water  supply  alternatives,  appears  justifiable  in  terms  of  the  economic 
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impacts.  However,  expansion  of  the  plant  to  the  capacity  of  500  mgd,  particularly 
if  such  an  expansion  includes  the  construction  of  the  Two  Forks  Dam,  appears 
extremely  grave  in  terms  of  physical  and  social  consequences,  and  the  environmental 
impact  statement  does  not  provide  justification  for  proceeding  with  the  Phase  II 
expansion  over  other  alternatives  suggested. 

The  environmental  impact  statement  does  suggest  enough  adverse  impacts  from  any 
of  the  alternatives,  including  the  proposed  Foothills  treatment  plant,  to  warrant 
a   conclusion  that  water  conservation  is  essential  In  future  planning  for  the 
Denver  Metropolitan  Area-   The  environmental  impact  statement,  however,  appears 
to  ignore  this  clear  direction,  and  proceeds  to  treat  conservation  as  if  it  were 
a  form  of  punishment  for  failing  to  accept  the  directives  of  the  Denver  Water 
Board.   Instead,  the  environmental  impact  statement  favors  the  preservation  of 
existing  life  styles  which,  in  view  of  the  negative  side  effects  accompanying 
such  life  styles  (e.g.:  deteriorating  air  quality,  excessive  energy  consumption, 
traffic  hazards  and  congestion,  disruption  of  natural  ecosystems,  etc.),  one 
might  question  the  value  of  preserving.   The  Governor's  Growth  and  Development 
Statement  sets  as  a  state  policy  "to  promote  an  ethic  of  stewardship  and  conserva- 
tion of  Our  natural  resources  and  our  environment",  and,  with  respect  to  Foothills, 
we  recommend  that  the  State  take  a  clear  position  in  favor  of  conservation  as  a 
part  of  any  alternative  finally  selected. 

Evaluation  of  the  Impact  Analysis 

As  the  agency  responsible  for  demographic  projections  for  the  State  of  Colorado, 
we  find  that  the  population  projections  used  in  the  environmental  impact  statement 
and  originally  promulgated  by  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  are  within 
an  acceptable  range  of  reasonable  forecast.  One  minor  error  occurs  on  Page  2-1 
In  that  the  1970  population  for  the  six  counties  was  1,238,250,  not  1,235,936. 

On  Page  2-90,  the  statement  references  zoning  regulations  which  rely  upon  a  county- 
wide  comprehensive  land  use  plan  in  Douglas  County.   It  is  true  that  the  Douglas 
County  Planning  Commission  adopted  a  land  use  plan  on  April  23,  1974.  However, 
the  land  use  plan  with  accompanying  maps  was  declared  null  and  void  by  the  Douglas 
County  Commissioners  on  February  11,  1975.  The  failure  to  notice  this  repeal 
constitutes  a  significant  omission  in  that  it  removes  one  of  the  prime  assumptions 
that  forms  the  basis  for  the  land  use  forecasts  displayed  in  maps  2-15  and  2-16. 

Assumption  No.  3  on  Page  2-93  seems  wholly  unwarranted.   In  any  case,  this  should 
be  a  matter  for  analysis  in  the  environmental  impact  statement  rather  than  an 
unfounded  assumption. 

A  similar  statement  could  be  made  concerning  the  proposition  on  Page  3-5  that  "the 
Foothills  Project  would  not  alter  future  population  trends  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan 
Area".  Again,  such  an  assertion  should  be  analyzed  by  the  environmental  impact 
statement  rather  than  making  an  assumption  without  foundation.   If  the  assumption 
is  founded  on  the  belief  that  if  Foothills  is  denied,  other  sources  of  water  can 
readily  be  obtained  to  replace  it  (a  proposition  which  the  BLM  team  leader  denied 
at  our  recent  briefing),  such  alternate  water  sources  should  be  analyzed  as  potential 
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alternatives  to  the  Foothills  Project.   Some  of  those  alternatives  (e.g., 
condemnation  of  east  slope  agricultural  rights)  might  be  unacceptable 
because  of  their  impacts  while  others  (e.g.,  utilization  of  deep  aquifers) 
might  provide  productive  analysis.  However,  It  might  also  disclose  that 
the  alternative  sources  of  water  are  more  costly  than  some  of  the  alternatives 
rejected  by  the  Denver  Water  Board  because  of  cost.   Furthermore,  it  would 
appear  that  the  Denver  Water  Board's  policy  of  restricting  suburban  taps 
this  summer  has  caused  some  reduction  in  the  number  of  new  units  built.   If 
such  a  trend  continued  over  a  period  of  time,  it  is  conceivable  that  new 
businesses  would  be  discouraged  from  locating  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan  Area 
and  that  growth  could  in  fact  be  impacted  by  the  decision.  We  agree  that 
water  availability  is  not  the  sole  determinant  affecting  growth,  but  we  feel 
that  there  is  adequate  documentation  that  water  availability  is  a  critical 
factor  in  population  expansion  (see  The  Growth  Shapers,  Urban  Systems  Research 
and  Engineering,  Inc.,  Washington,  May  1976,  p.  20;  Guidelines  for  Preparation 
for  Environmental  Impact  Statements,  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  Section 
1500.8(3)(H),  Federal  Register,  Volume  38,  No.  147,   August  1,  1973).   There- 
fore the  only  question  remaining  is  whether  or  not  there  is  relationship  between 
the  proposed  Foothills  Project  and  water  availability  in  the  Denver  Metro  Area. 
Since  it  is  the  position  of  the  Denver  Water  Board  that  without  Foothills, 
Denver  will  be  denied  needed  water,  we  feel  that  the  relationship  between 
Foothills  and  growth  needs  much  more  discussion  than  it  has  received  in  the 
environmental  impact  statement. 

Another  question  which  the  environmental  impact  statement  fails  to  address 
is  the  relationship  of  the  Foothills  Project  to  future  patterns  of  growth. 
In  the  Growth  and  Human  Settlement  Study  currently  being  prepared  by  the 
Division  of  Planning,  we  find  a  significant  relationship  between  the  pattern 
of  development  and  public  facility  costs,  environmental  considerations,  and 
socio-economic  concerns.  As  patterns  spread  and  densities  decline,  each  of 
the  above  stated  items  is  negatively  affected.   It  is  safe  to  assume  that  the 
Foothills  Project  won't  discourage  low  density  or  "sprawl"  conditions.   To  the 
contrary,  we  feel  that  it  would  encourage  continuation  of  sprawl  In  the 
Denver  Metropolitan  Area.   For  example,  it  should  be  noted  that  by  assuming 
gradually  increasing  levels  of  per  capita  water  consumption,  the  authors  of 
the  environmental  impact  statement  have  assumed  a  continuing  pattern  of  sprawl 
development.   This  is  confirmed  by  the  projections  for  land  use  in  the  newly 
developing  areas  that  are  shown  In  maps  2-15  through  2-17  of  the  EIS.   Further, 
most  of  the  projected  population  increase  for  the  Denver  Water  Board  service 
area  will  occur  in  the  suburban  counties.   In  the  past,  suburban  densities  have 
been  lower  than  those  found  in  the  City  and  County  of  Denver.   With  these  facts 
in  mind,  it  would  seem  appropriate  for  the  environmental  statement  to  analyze 
the  lawn  irrigation  demands  of  alternative  development  patterns.   Perhaps  they 
could  use  various  patterns  in  densities  that  exist  in  the  Denver  Water  Board 
service  area  as  the  models  for  obtaining  this  information. 

If  there  is  any  doubt  that  water  availability  affects  patterns  of  development, 
it  is  certainly  clear  that  the  converse  is  true.   Patterns  of  development  affect 
water  consumption.   A  joint  HUD/EPA/CEQ  report  (The  Costs  of  Sprawl:  a  Detailed 
Cost  Analysis,  Real  Estate  Research  Corporati 
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states  that  water  consumption  can  be  as  much  as  thirty-five  percent  higher 
In  low  density  sprawl  communities  than  in  higher  density  planned  communities. 
The  reason  for  the  difference  is  attributed  to  lawn  irrigation  which  increases 
as  lot  sizes  become  larger.  The  environmental  impact  statement  adds  that 
residential  lawn  irrigation  in  the  Denver  Water  Board  service  area  accounts 
for  nearly  forty  percent  of  the  annual  water  consumption  for  a  family  of  four 
(page  2-6).   Since  lawn  watering  generally  takes  place  between  Hay  1  and 
September  30,  it  can  account  for  thirty-one  percent  of  all  water  used  for 
that  period.  While  we  agree  with  Denver  Water  Board  claims  that  it  is  not 
and  should  not  be  responsible  for  making  decisions  based  on  its  own  philosophies 
of  growth  control,  we  strongly  feel  that,  as  a  resource  supplier,  it  should  be 
extremely  concerned  about  water  conservation.  Therefore,  the  Denver  Water  Board 
should  be  very  concerned  about  how  its  water  policies  might  contribute  to  sprawl 
in  view  of  the  established  high  levels  of  water  consumption  related  to  that 
pattern  of  development. 

The  third  paragraph  on  page  3-8  appears  to  be  the  only  attempt  made  to  assess 
the  social  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  other  than  an  assessment  of  potential 
accidents  and  recreation  affected.   This  is  by  far  the  weakest  section  of  the 
environmental  impact  statement.  The  author  appears  to  assume  that  negative  social 
impacts  will  only  occur  to  persons  who  are  opposed  to  the  project,  even  though 
there  is  no  suggestion  as  to  what  the  negative  social  impacts  might  be.  The 
statement  not  only  fails  to  quantify  the  negative  social  Impacts  (an  admittedly 
difficult  proposition),  but  it  even  fails  to  classify  the  impacts.   It  then 
continues  by  suggesting  an  offsetting  positive  social  impact  in  that  the  people 
opposed  to  the  project  would  be  permitted  to  continue  their  current  lifestyle. 
This  supposition  is  self-serving  and  unwarranted  since  (a)  the  author  does  not 
know  the  lifestyle  of  the  persons  in  question,  (b)  the  author  does  not  know 
whether  in  fact  they  wish  to  continue  their  current  lifestyle,  and  (c)  it  can 
be  reasonably  hypothesized  that  in  any  case  these  persons  believe  that  con- 
struction of  the  proposed  project  would  lead  to  a  deterioration  of  their  life- 
styles.  The  blatant  prejudices  inherent  in  this  paragraph,  and  the  fact  that 
they  were  allowed  to  be  published  in  the  EIS,  lead  inevitably  to  a  suspicion 
of  prejudice  running  throughout  the  document. 

Several  references  are  made  throughout  the  environmental  impact  statement  to 
an  assumed  need  to  allow  people  to  continue  their  current  lifestyle  (e.g.,  page 
3-8,  page  3-12,  page  3-63).   Although  lifestyle  is  not  defined,  it  is  apparent 
that  it  means  allowing  people  to  continue  current  water  consumption  patterns. 
In  other  words,  current  consumption  patterns  have  been  equated  with  the  most 
desirable  lifestyle.   Impacts  on  the  quality  of  life  are  then  judged  according 
to  whether  or  not  current  consumption  patterns  could  be  maintained.   We  feel 
that  the  above  treatment  does  not  amount  to  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  impacts 
on  "quality  of  life". 

For  instance,  a  central  issue  which  is  not  addressed  Is  the  fact  that  Americans 
have  long  been  accustomed  to  consuming  natural  resources  at  a  rate  that  is  no 
longer  acceptable  for  their  own  long-term  welfare.   Continued  high  levels  of 
consumption  could  maintain  current  lifestyles  only  if  Our  resources  were  infinite. 
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Since  our  resources  are  not  infinite,  we  will  at  some  point  he  obliged  to  alter 
our  consumption  patterns.   We  suggest  that  it  might  be  3  better  "quality  of 
life"  in  the  long  run  if  the  public  were  educated  and  encouraged  to  husband 
their  resources  wisely  rather  than  being  allowed  to  blindly  continue  on  a 
course  of  maximal  consumption  that  must  end  abruptly  and  drastically  at  some 
point  in  the  future.   It  could  well  be  argued  that  our  "quality  of  life"  would 
be  much  improved  if  we  could  learn  how  to  lower  our  consumption  rates  and  plan 
ahead  to  leave  some  resources  for  the  use  of  future  generations. 

The  analysis  of  the  "principal  impact  on  community  lifestyles"  (page  3-12) 
is  inadequate  and  misleading  on  three  counts.  First,  it  assumes  that  residential 
horticulture  as  currently  practiced  in  the  Denver  area  is  a  key  aspect  of 
personal  and  community  lifestyles.   Secondly,  it  begs  the  question  of  whether 
in  any  case  alternative  means  exist  to  perpetuate  this  aspect  of  community  life- 
styles. Thirdly,  it  begs  the  question  of  whether  the  proposed  project  would 
create  indirect  social,  economical  and  environmental  impacts  detrimental  to 
the  health,  convenience  and  well-being  of  the  same  persons  whose  lifestyles, 
we  arc  told,  would  be  maintained  if  the  project  were  constructed. 

A  related  issue  is  the  weighing  of  impacts  on  recreational  use  (page  3-56). 
Again,  this  is  also  an  aspect  of  the  quality  of  life.   A  more  adequate  treat- 
ment of  the  impacts  on  lifestyle  and  quality  would  weigh  this  loss  of  natural 
area  against  the  opportunity  to  irrigate  lawns  on  a  daily  basis.   It  is  not 
clear  that  the  latter  would  outweigh  the  former,  especially  in  the  long  term 
future  as  natural  areas  become  more  and  more  precious. 

The  issue  of  lifestyles  is  important.   The  quality  of  life  may  be  improved  by 
altering  present  lifestyles.   This  possibility  is  not  even  raised  and  therefore 
not  adequately  assessed.  Furthermore,  the  quality  of  life  is  limited  to  a 
narrow  interpretation.   The  one  aspect  of  maintaining  present  lifestyles  is 
never  weighed  against  other  quality  of  life  concerns  Implicit  elsewhere  in 
the  report  (e.g.,  maintaining  natural  vegetation,  wildlife,  air  quality,  visual 
and  archeological  resources,  etc.),  all  aspects  of  "quality  of  life"  in  the  broad 
sense. 


It  is  also  possible  that  fluctuations  in  demand  were  evened  out,  but  this 
would  require  more  research.  The  peak  day  use  was  358  mgd,  but  we  do  not 
know  whether  this  is  just  an  isolated  case  or  whether  there  were  many  days 
over  300  mgd  since  June  1. 

It  is  puzzling  why  an  expansion  to  the  Denver  Water  Board's  treated  water 
storage  capacity  was  not  considered  as  an  alternative  to  the  Foothills  Project. 
As  the  following  table  shows,  the  Denver  Water  Board  is  currently  using  only 
a  third  of  its  total  yearly  treatment  capacity  and  only  half  of  this  capacity 
in  the  critical  summer  months  of  June,  July,  and  August. 

Percentage  of  Treatment  Capacity  Used  (1973) 

Million  Gal,  treated  Daily  average  treatment   %  capacity  used 

16.2 
16.  U 
18.2 
24.3 
35.9 
48.2 
51.5 
50.5 
34.3 
23.  1 
17.8 
16.6 


Yearly  Average  33 

Source:   Denver  Water  Board,  1973  from  Table  2-4  on  page  2-7  of  the  EIS. 

Acre  feet  were  converted  into  gallons  treated  in  nrder  to  get  the 
percentage  of  treatment  capacity  used. 


January 

2,618 

84.4 

February 

2,388 

85 . 3 

March 

2,945 

95,0 

April. 

3,796 

126.5 

May 

5,792 

186.8 

June 

7,526 

250.8 

July 

8,312 

268.1 

August 

8,148 

262.8 

September 

5,366 

178.8 

October 

3,730 

120.3 

November 

2,781 

92.7 

December 

2,683 

86.5 

It  is  extremely  disappointing  that  the  environmental  impact  statement  considered 
conservation  measures  only  in  the  no-action  alternative.   Since  Foothills  can, 
at  best,  delay  peak  shortage  days  for  only  two  years  (page  8-6),  it  is  imperative 
that  conservation  measures  be  included  in  any  consideration  of  the  project. 
Statements  that  the  Denver  Water  Board  has  advocated  residential  water  conser- 
vation since  the  1920' s  arc  not  reassuring.   Current  levels  of  per  capita  con- 
sumption do  not  speak  well  For  the  quality  of  the  Denver  Water  Board's  conservation 
efforts.   Metering  offers  an  opportunity  for  considerable  water  Savings.   The  City 
of  Boulder  has  reduced  its  per  capita  consumption  to  155  gallons  per  day  (a  figure 
"which  would  remove  the  necessity  for  the  Foothills  treatment  plant  until  after  the 
turn  of  the  century  if  implemented  in  Denver).   However,   nowhere  in  the  environ- 
mental impact  statement  is  there  any  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  Denver  Water 
Board  to  implement  universal  metering.   Other  alternatives  such  as  water  reuse 
and  the  use  of  untreated  water  for  large  land  irrigation  uses  are  scarcely  con- 
sidered in  the  ETS.   While  we  feel  that  mandatory  water  restrictions  should  be 
used  only  as  a  last  alternative,  we  must  notice  that  summer  consumption  has  dropped 
twenty-seven  percent  this  year  by  instituting  lawn  watering  restrictions. 


We  hope  that  the  foregoing  analysis  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
for  the  Foothills  Project  proves  helpful  to  you  in  making  decisions  and  proceeding 
with  further  studies. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Philip  H.  Schmuck,  Director 
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Colorado  State  Forest  Service 
September  13,   1977 


Colorado  State  University 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado 
80523 


TO:      Chips   Barry 

FROM:     Jim   Ohi,    LUC    Staff        ^*    ' 


DATE: 


September    19,    1977 


Mr.  Chips  Berry 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 

1313  Sherman 

Denver,  Colorado  80203 

Dear  Mr.  Berry: 

The  Foothills   Project  Draft  Environmental   Statement   (DES)  was   reviewed 
and  found  adequate  in  most  areas.     Since  the  project  would  impact  a 
very  small   amount  of  the  state's   forest  resource,  we  felt  there  was 
no  need  for  future  comment  in  this  area. 

In  relation  to  the  re-vegetation  of  the  treatment  plant  facilities,  we 
felt  there  was  no  justification  for  the  four  acres  of  blue  grass/formal 
landscaping  and  associated  intensive  irrigation.  We  feel  native  plants 
would  be  most  desirable. 

The  socio-economic  strategies  described  in  the  No  Action  Alternative 
should  have  been  incorporated   in   a   "Water  Conservation  Alternative". 
Employment  of  these  strategies,  it  was  estimated  (8-11),  would  enable 
the  present  supplies  to  support  a  population  of  2,222,222  at  a  per  capita 
use  of  117  gallons  per  day.     Further,  the  DES  stated  that  this  use  rate 
could  be  achieved  by  the  water-rationing-education  strategy.     It  is  appar- 
ent  from  the  DES'    figures   that  there  is   no   urgent  need   for  the  Foothills 
Project  and  its  associated  adverse  environmental   impacts. 

Personal   water  conservation,  water  rationing,   and  metering  have  shown  a 
valuable  savings  in  1977.     With  the  strategies  approached  in  the  DES,  a 
citizen  commitment  towards  a   conservation  ethic  may  be  achieved   that 
would  preclude  the  need  for  additional  water  supplies  and  yet  maintain 
very  nearly  the  present  "quality  of  life". 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  for  the  review  of  the  Foothills   Project. 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine  Seger 

Acting  Assistant  Staff  Forester 
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SUBJECT:  Foothili5  Project  Draft  EIS 


The  Foolhills  Project  Draft  Environmental  Statement  (DES)  does  not  adequately 
a  d'.\m  ••■,•-,    the  land -use  impacts  of  the  propri'iad  project . 

1.  The  analysis  of  land-use  impacts  is  limited  to  on-site  and  adjacent  impact 
and  there  is  no  discussion  or  analysis  of  secondary  land-use  Impact*  in 
the  servi  ce  area,  cont  rary  to  Counc  i 1  on  Envi  ronmenta 1  Qua  I i  ty  'guide I Ines  . 


The  relationship  of  the  project  to 
d  i  scussed. 


regional  and  state  plans  Is  not 


3-  The  alternatives  to  the  project  are  inadequately  assessed.   The  project  is 
designed  to  perpetuate  existing  land-use  patterns,  and  the  DES  does  not  con- 
sider alternative  land  use  patterns,  including  the  location,  rate,  type  and 
timing  of  urban  development,  that  may  affect  the  location,  size  and  timing 
of  the  project  and  also  the  need  for  the  project. 

't.  The  DES  does  not  discuss  land-use  planning  and  regulatory  mechanisms  avail- 
able to  local  governments  to  mitigate  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project. 

Based  on  the  comments  above,  the  staff  of  the  Land  Use  Commission  recommends  that 
the  State  of  Colorado  ask  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  not  to  approve  the  right- 
of-way  applications  until  an  adequate  environmental  assessment  has  been  issued  and 
reviewed.   The  DES  provides  neither  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  impacts  of  the 
projects  nor  a    sufficient  basis  upon  which  to  grant  or  deny  the  application  for 
right-of-way  approval. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  STATE  ARCHAEOLOGIST 


1300  Broadway 
Denver,  CO  80203 
303-892-3391,2,3 


October  3,  1977 


Mr.  Philip  H.  Schmuck 
Department  of  Local  Affairs 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
520  State  Centennial  Building 
1313  Sherman 
Denver,  CO  80203 

Dear  Mr.  Schmuck: 

The  Office  of  the  State  Archaeologist  of  Colorado  has 
received  and  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the 
Proposed  Foothills  Project  CBLM} . 

Archaeological  and  paleontological  resources  are  adequately 
addressed  in  the  Statement,  and  plans  for  continuing  compliance 
are  appropriate.   We  have  and  will  continue  to  offer  our 
assistance  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  efficiently  com- 
pleting required  measures  Cv.  P.  4-13}. 

If  we  can  be  of  continued  assistance,  please  call  upon  Staff 
Archaeologist  David  R.  Stuart.   (The  State  Historical  Society's 
Department  of  Historic  Preservation  will  independently  comment 
regarding  architectural/historical  resources.) 


Bruce 

State  Archaeol 


^N&fc,  (mk 


Walter  Steele 

SHPO  (Jefferson  &  Douglas  Counties) 


BER:ng 
cc:   Hart 


SHPO 

Sherman,  Dept.  Natural  Resources 
Andrus,  BLM  State  Director 

Wail,  Advisory  Council  Historic  Preservation 
Beardsley,  BLM  Dist.  Archaeologist 


hjjjfel  UNITED 


STATES   ENVIRONMENTAL-PROTECTION   ACFNTY 


REGION    Will 
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SEP  2  3  1977 


Ref:      8W-EE 

D-BLM-J35003-CO 

Mr.  Dale  R.  Andrus 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Colorado  State  Office 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus: 

In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities   under  section   309  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  section  1 02(2) (c)  of  the  National   Environmental 
Policy  Act,  the  Environmental   Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  draft 
environmental   impact  statement  (EIS)  for  the  proposed  Foothills  Project, 
This  comment  letter  will   address  both  the  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS 
and  the  environmental   impact  of  the  proposed  project  as  required  by 
EPA1 s  guidelines. 

Statement  Adequacy 

The  analysis  of  site-specific  impacts  for  the  proposed  Strontia 
Springs  dam  and  reservoir,   Foothills  treatment  plant  (125  mgd),  and  the 
associated  tunnel  and  conduits  is  adequate  insofar  as  EPA's  areas  of 
direct  responsibility  are  concerned.     However,  the  failure  to  recognize 
and  analyze  secondary  impacts  in  the  Denver  area  that  may  occur  in  part 
as  a  result  of  constructing  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  is  viewed  by 
EPA  as  a  very  serious  omission.     Evidently,  your  decision  not  to  address 
secondary  impacts  was  based  on  your  assumption  (EIS,  page  3-2)  that 
population  growth  in  the  Denver  area  would  follow  the  projections  of  the 
Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  (DRCOG)  whether  or  not  the  Foothills 
Project  were  built.     We  do  not  agree  with  the  implication  that  municipal 
services  like  a  treated  water  supply  do  not  have  an  effect  on  population 
growth. 

In  many  areas  of  the  country  the  provision  or  lack  of  a  single  munic- 
ipal  service  may  not  serve  to  overly  stimulate  or  constrain  population 
growth  in  a  region.     However,   in  the  arid  West  the  availability  of  water 
has  a  more  significant  impact  on  population  growth— cities  like  Denver, 
Phoenix,  and  Los  Angeles  could  not  exist  without  extensive  importation 
of  water.     The  municipal   service  can  also  influence  development  patterns 


and,  more  importantly,  the  rate  of  development.     Congress  recently  recog- 
nized this  relationship  between  growth,  environmental   impacts,  and  pro- 
vision of  municipal   services  in  section  316  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments 
of  1977.     Section  316  provides  that  EPA  can  withhold  federal   funds  for  the 
expansion  of  sewage  treatment  capacity  that  may  directly  or  indirectly 
contribute  to  air  quality  violations  from  automobiles  or  other  sources. 
The  failure  of  your  impact  statement  to  discuss  this  relationship  between 
municipal   services,   rate  of  growth,  and  environmental   impacts  is  a  major 
deficiency;  therefore,  EPA  finds  the  draft  environmental   impact  statement 
to  be   inadequate. 

Environmental    Impacts 

The  DRCOG-projected  year  2000  population  of  2.35  million  people 
in  the  Denver  area  may  be  reasonable  based  on  past  growth  trends  and 
the  plans  of  individual  communities  within  the  Denver  area;   however, 
unless  this  growth  is  accompanied  by  changes  in  lifestyles, including  a 
substantially  reduced  dependence  on  the  automobile,   it  may  not  be  pos- 
sible to  achieve  national  ambient  air  quality  standards  in  the  Denver 
area.     The  steadily  increasing  population  and  continued  reliance  on  the 
automobile   in  Denver  has  made   it  very  difficult  to  make  any  headway  in 
improving  the  air  quality  of  the  area.     This  is  of  great  concern  to  EPA 
because  of  the  serious,  detrimental   effects  long-term  exposure  to  Denver's 
air  pollution  can  have  on  the  health  of  the  area's  residents. 

If  future  strategies  to  greatly  reduce  the  use  of  the  automobile 
in  Denver  are  not  successful,  measures  that  would  serve  to  curb  popula- 
tion growth   in  the  Denver  area  may  become  necessary.     Drastic  as  this 
may  seem,   the   unacceptable  alternative   is  continued  deleterious   effects 
on  the  health  of  area  residents.     In  consideration  of  the  magnitude  of 
Denver's  air  pollution  problem  and  the  difficult  choices  that  must  be 
made  to  achieve  an  acceptable  level  of  air  quality,  EPA  believes  that 
expensive   infrastructure   investments   that  would  serve  to  facilitate 
large  increases  in  population  are  unwise  at  this  time.     The  ultimate 
500  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd)  capacity  of  the  proposed  Foothills 
Project,  plus  existing  capacity,  would  accommodate  a  population  of  more 
than  double  the  existing  Denver  area  population,  given  peak  usage  rates 
experienced  this   summer.   Such  growth  could  prove  to  be  an  insurmountable 
obstruction  to  cleaning  up  Denver's  air,  especially  if  present  trends  in 
automobile  use  continue.    (The  short  discussion  of  Denver's  air  quality 
situation  on  pages  2-100  and  2-101  of  the  draft  EIS  is  outdated.     The  most 
current  studies  project  extensive  violations  of  air  quality  standards  in 
Denver  well    into  the  future.     See  Analysis  of  AirQuality   in  the  Denver 
Air  Quality  Maintenance  Area,   Colorado  Air  Pollution  Control   Division, 
1977,   and  Airjjua 1 i ty   in  Denver  Metropolitan  Region   1974-2Q00,   EPA,   1977.) 


Similar  arguments  apply  to  solving  water  quality  problems  from 
growth-related  urban  runoff  in  the  Denver  area  which  has  been  identified 
by  the  Denver  Regional  Council   of  Governments  as  the  major  obstacle  to 
the  attainment  of  water  quality  standards  and  the  goals  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

Waterton  Canyon  is  one  of  the  last  relatively  undeveloped  canyons 
along  the  front  range,  and  it  offers  uncommon  recreational   opportunities 
to  the  citizens  of  the  nearby  Denver  metropolitan  area.     The  South  Platte 
River  flowing  through  the  canyon  is  a  highly  productive  trout  fishery 
enjoyed  by  many  fishermen  from  the  Denver  area.     The  canyon  also  supports 
a  diversity  of  wildlife  that  is  unusual   so  close  to  a  major  metropolitan 
area.     As  discussed  in  the  impact  statement,   the  canyon  is  inhabited  by 
bighorn  sheep,  deer,  bear,  mountain  lion,  and  an  unusually  wide  variety 
of  smaller  mammals  and  birds,  including  golden  eagles.     Additionally, 
the  peregrine  falcon  and  southern  bald  eagle,   both  classified  as  endangered 
species,   inhabit  the  project  area  and  would  very  likely  be  adversely  im- 
pacted by  further  development  in  the  canyon.     The  construction  of  the 
Strontia  Springs  dam  and  reservoir  would  have  significant  impacts  on  the 
wildlife  habitat  and  the  fishery  and  recreational   values  of  Waterton 
Canyon.     Furthermore,   the  severity  of  the   impacts   to  this   unique  canyon 
is  magnified  by  the  proximity  of  the  canyon  to  the  Denver  metropolitan 
area. 

The  need  for  the  Strontia  Springs  dam  and  reservoir  is  questionable 
since  it  has  not  been  shown  that  the  reservoir  is  really  a  necessary 
component  in  any  water  supply  scheme  that  would  increase  Denver's  treated 
water  supply  by  125  mgd.     Also,  as  will   be  pointed  out  later,  the  additional 
125  mgd  treatment  capacity  does  not  even  appear  to  be  necessary  at  this 
time.     In  light  of  the  significant  impacts  to  the  canyon  and  the  substantial 
recreational   losses  that  would  result  from  the  proposed  Strontia  Springs 
dam  and  reservoir,  and  in  consideration  of  the  apparent  lack  of  a  real 
need  for  the  dam  and  reservoir,   EPA  would  oppose  the  issuance  of  a  404 
permit  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  construction  of  the  dam.      If 
additional   treated  water  supplies  are  needed  for  the  Denver  area  at  some 
future  date,  a  more  exhaustive  analysis  of  alternatives  to  the  Strontia 
Springs  dam  should  be  made   (e.g.,  use  of  the  existing  South  Platte 
diversion  point  and  a  new,   enlarged  treatment  plant  at  or  near  the 
existing  Kassler  Plant,  enlargement  of  existing  plants,  and  a  treatment 
plant  for  the  Moffat  system  located  at  a  higher  altitude  than  the  existing 
Moffat  Plant). 

The  construction  of  the  proposed  Strontia  Springs  dam  would  serve 
to  lend  impetus  to  the  expansion  of  a  Foothills  treatment  plant  to  500  mgd 
with  further  development  of  raw  water  supplies.     The  EIS  analysis  of 
various  concepts  for  additional   raw  water  development,  though  cursory, 
certainly  suggests  that  the  environmental    impacts  would  be  substantial. 
The  necessary  storage  reservoir,  whether  east  slope  (Two  Forks)  or  west 
slope    would  have  significant  site-specific  impacts   including  the  loss 
of  productive  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat.     The  diversion  of  stream 
flows  would  severely  impact  many  miles  of  mountain  streams  and  aggravate 
existing  salinity  problems  in  the  Colorado  River  system. 


The  total  environmental  impact  of  eventually  supplying  an  additional 
500  mgd  of  treated  water  to  the  Denver  metropolitan  area  would  be  very 
significant  and  deserves  to  be  looked  at  and  analyzed  from  a  comprehensive 
perspective.  While  the  draft  EIS  does  address  three  alternative  concepts 
for  raw  water  development,  the  level  of  analysis  gives  an  inadequate 
picture  of  probable  impacts  for  a  500  mgd  water  diversion,  storage,  and 
treatment  system.  As  mentioned  in  the  EIS,  it  is  essential  for  the  Denver 
Water  Board  (which  legally  controls  the  ultimate  disposition  of  imported 
transmountain  water)  and  other  water  management  agencies  to  immediately 
analyze  the  options  for  wastewater  reuse  such  as  water  exchange  agreements 
with  agricultural  interests.  EPA  stresses  the  need  to  look  at  the  entire 
500  mgd  diversion/storage/treatment  system  because  the  contention  that  a 
125  mgd  Foothills  treatment  plant  with  a  dam  at  Strontia  Springs  can  stand 
on  its  own  merits  does  not  appear  valid,  since  there  seem  to  be  alternatives 
to  the  proposal  that  would  be  less  costly  and  more  environmentally  ac- 
ceptable. 

Other  Considerations 

In  light  of  the  high  costs  and  adverse  environmental  impacts  attend- 
ant to  the  proposed  Foothills  Project,  it  seems  only  prudent  to  scrutinize 
the  perceived  need  for  additional  water  closely  and  to  implement  any 
measures  that  would  serve  to  reduce  the  demand  for  additional  water  before 
making  a  commitment  to  construct  Foothills  or  another  water  treatment  plant. 

Since  less  than  40  percent  of  Denver's  existing  treatment  capacity 
is  used  on  an  annual  average  basis,  the  need  for  additional  treated 
water  apparently  is  based  on  the  concept  that  treatment  capacity  should 
be  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  peak  demands  during  the  summer  lawn  watering 
season.  It  seems  that  it  is  time  to  question  the  rationality  of  paying 
the  high  cost  of  the  substantial  treatment  capacity  increment  that  is 
required  to  meet  existing  peak  day  demands.  Table  1-4  in  the  draft  EIS 
shows  a  peak  day  demand  in  1980  of  614  gdc  (gallons/day/capi'ta)  and  in 
2010  of  743  gdc,  which  is  more  than  twice  that  experienced  this  summer 
when  a  moderate  lawn  watering  conservation  program  was  implemented.  (This 
summer's  peak  demands  of  approximately  360  mgd  indicate  that,  with  a  con- 
tinued lawn  watering  conservation  program,  the  existing  Denver  water  treat- 
ment system  has  a  30  percent  reserve.)  The  minor  inconvenience  involved 
in  scheduling  lawn  watering  is  certainly  negligible  compared  to  the  high 
costs  of  providing  the  extra  treatment  capacity  needed  to  support  the 
unnecessary  practice  of  daily  lawn  watering. 

In  addition  to  lowering  the  peak  day  demand  for  treated  water,  all 
feasible  steps  to  reduce  average  per  capita  daily  consumption  should 
be  implemented  before  additional  treatment  capacity  is  considered.  In- 
stalling water  meters  on  all  homes  and  instituting  a  rate  structure  that 
discourages  water  waste  could  serve  to  considerably  lower  the  demand  for 
water.  A  recent  study  shows  that  the  City  of  Boulder  reduced  per  capita 


consumption  of  water  by  approximately  25-30  percent  when  it  installed  water 
meters.  As  discussed  in  the  EIS,  there  are  a  number  of  water  saving 
measures  that  could  be  required  in  new  homes  and  many  that  could  be 
retrofitted  into  existing  homes.  An  aggressive  program  to  change  the 
water  use  habits  of  Denver  area  residents  seems  to  be  the  most  acceptable 
alternative  to  the  proposed  Foothills  Project. 

The  water  supply  available  to  Denver  is  finite,  and  some  day  this 
fact  must  be  squarely  dealt  with  by  the  citizens  of  the  Denver  area.  The 
controls  that  can  be  put  on  automotive  emissions  are  limited,  and  the 
meteorological  conditions  of  Denver  limit  the  amount  of  pollutants  that 
can  be  emitted  into  the  atmosphere  without  reaching  concentrations  dan- 
gerous to  health.  These  facts  must  also  be  squarely  dealt  with  by  the 
citizens  of  the  Denver  area.  The  recent  focus  on  Denver  as  a  hub  for 
increased  energy  development  activities  lends  urgency  to  the  need  to 
carefully  consider  the  options  for  Denver's  future.  Rapid  and  uncontrolled 
growth  could  forever  remove  many  of  Denver's  options  while  doing  much  to 
destroy  some  of  the  amenities  that  have  made  Denver  and  Colorado  a  desirable 
place  to  live  in  the  past. 

Building  Foothills  would  give  momentum  to  the  construction  of  Two 
Forks  or  another  raw  water  development  project.  This  would  bring  Denver 
that  much  closer  to  the  end  of  its  limited  raw  water  supply.  The  Foot- 
hills Project,  along  with  other  infrastructure  investments  such  as  highways 
and  sewers,  would  also  provide  further  impetus  to  accelerating  the  rate 
of  growth  in  the  Denver  area  and  sprawl  patterns  of  development.  As 
pointed  out  previously,  it  has  been  difficult  to  make  any  headway  in  im- 
proving Denver's  poor  air  quality  with  the  existing  population  growth  rates. 
At  this  time,  we  do  not  think  the  private  or  public  sectors  of  the  Denver 
area  (including  EPA)  are  adequately  prepared  to  control  the  adverse  en- 
vironmental impacts  that  would  inevitably  result  from  accelerating  the 
rate  of  growth. 

We  believe  that  construction  of  the  Foothills  Project  as  proposed 
poses  a  potential  for  significant  environmental  degradation  in  the  Water- 
ton  Canyon  area  which  could  be  mitigated  by  other  feasible  alternatives. 
We  also  believe  that  there  is  potential  for  further  degradation  of  Denver's 
already  poor  air  quality  due  to  population  growth  facilitated  by  the  Foot- 
hills Project.  Therefore,  it  is  EPA's  determination  that  the  Foothills 
Project  is  environmentally  unsatisfactory  as  proposed.  As  pointed  out  - 
previously,  it  is  also  EPA's  determination  that  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  for  this  project  is  inadequate.  In  accordance  with  our 
policy  to  categorize  the  nature  of  our  review  comments,  these  comments 
have  been  designated  EU-3. 


Thank  you  for  providing  EPA  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
this  draft  impact  statement.  EPA  will  be  contacting  your  agency  in  the 
near  future  to  discuss  our  comments. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Alan  Herson 
Regional  Administrator 


Wafer  for  Colorado 
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A  Citizens'  Committee,  Inc. 

(Formerly  Citizens  for  Sensible  Water  Use| 


1350  S  CiarksonSt 
Denver  Colorado  80210 

(303|777  7564 


The  following  statement  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  Water  for  Colorado,  A  Citizens'   Committee,   Inc.,   on 
September  1?,   1977,    for  inclusion  In  the  Foothills   Draft 
Environmental  Statement  hearing  record: 


iVjru'-:',,- 


Gentlemen  of  the  U.S.   Bureau  of  Land  Manfcg*ment,    the  U.S.  Army 
,  .■>'.,,.  Corps   of  Engineers,    and  the  U.S.    Forest  Service: 

'  *     :  Water  for  Colorado,  A  Citizens'   Committee,  Inc.,  was 

created  more   than  a  year  ago  as  an  independent,   nonprofit,   non- 
partisan organization  that  works  to  ensure  for   this  and  future 
generations  of  Coloradans  adequate,  high-quality  water,  at  a 
reasonable  cost.     As  you  are  probably  aware,   our  committee  since 
it3   inception  ha3  advocated   the  construction  of  the  proposed 
Foothills  Water  Treatment  Complex. 

One  of    the   objectives    in  the  formation  of  Water  for 
Colorado  was    "to   establish   the  highest   credibility  in   the   eyes 
of  the  public  and  public  officeholders  as  a  source  of  information 
regarding  future  water  requirements,   development  costs,    the  water  needs 
impact  of  development  programs,   and  the   impacts   to  Colorado  of  alternatives 
to  development."     Throughout   the  Foothills  controversy,   our  committee  has 
tried  to  serve  as  a  clearing-house  for  information.     Having  sorted  out   the 
facts   from  the  rhetoric,  we  find  our  support  for  Foothills   stronger   than 
ever. 

It  has  been  somewhat  discouraging,  however,  to  watch  groups 
opposed  to  Foothills  drag  out  "red  herrings"  in  an  effort  to  fuel  this 
controversy,    to  keep   their  opposition   alive  by  drumming  up  support   for 


work   (or  adequate,    high-qui 
ure  generations   of  Colorad; 


issues  which  are  only  distantly  related  to  Foothills,  and  to  play  on  the 
emotional  concerns  of  metro  Denver  residents. 

Many  of  the  opposition's  charges  on  September  1^-16  are  in  direct 
contradiction  to  sections  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  (DES).  For 
instance,  the  claim  has  been  made  that  if  we  increase  the  supply  of  deliver- 
able water  in  the  Denver  area,  the  population  and  size  of  our  city  will 
increase  proportionately,  with  the  converse  also  being  true.  Yet  the  DES 
clearly  points  out  that  whether  or  not  we  build  Foothills  has  little  or  no 
bearing  on  the  growth  rate  in  metro  Denver  (page  3-5).  The  opposition  also 
charges  that  there  exist  alternatives  to  Foothills  that  could  adequately 
solve  our  water  shortage  problem.   The  DES  discusses  these  alternatives  in 
depth.  To  anyone  familiar  with  thiB  section  of  the  DES  (chapter  8,  pages  8-1 
through  8-119),  it  is  obvious  that  the  proposed  Foothills  plant  and  adjacent 
Strontia  Springs  Dam  and  Reservoir  stand  out  uniquely  among  these  alter- 
natives in  that  they  do  not  create  more  problems  than  they  solve. 

The  opposition's  attack  ha3  included  two  even  greater  distortions 
of  fact:   the  inevitability  of  Two  Forks  if  Foothills  is  built,  and  the 
assumption  that  Denver's  raw  water  supply  never  will  increase. 

Throughout  this  controversy,  we  have  heard  much  of  Two  Forks  Dam 
and  Reservoir  as  a  domino-like  consequence  of  Foothills.   Because  of  its 
great  environmental  impact,  its  vast  size,  and  its  probable  high  cost,  the 
proposed  Two  Forks  project  is  a  controversial,  emotional  issue  of  concern 
to  many  Coloradans.  Groups  opposed  to  Foothills  claim  that  Two  Forks  will 
inevitably  follow  the  water  treatment  plant's  construction,  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  raw  water  for  the  Foothills  plant  to  operate  at  its 
full  capacity  —  500  mgd. 

As  the  DSS  clearly  points  out,  Two  Forks  is  a  distinct,  separate 
issue  which  would  require  separate,  comprehensive  proceedings  conducted  by 


the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  --  similar 
to  the  current  proceedings  on  Foothills  --  should  it  become  a  proposal 
(page  l-6l) ,   There  is  nothing  inevitable  about  Two  Forks.  There  are  other 
ways  an  increased  raw  water  supply  could  be  managed.  But  those  opposed  to 
Foothills  use  Two  Forks  as  a  scare  tactic  to  limit  support  for  Foothills. 

The  "no  new  raw  water"  assumption,  conversely,  charges  that  Denver 
does  not  have  access  to  enough  new  raw  water  supplies  to  support  the  build- 
ing of  a  treatment  plant  with  Foothills'  capacity.  If  we  make  this 
assumption,  of  course,  the  necessity  for  Foothills  disappears. 

But  Denver  does  have  access  to  plentiful  supplies  of  raw  water. 
To  assume,  moreover,  that  the  residents  of  metro  Denver  are  going  to  sit 
back  and  do  nothing  in  the  way  of  obtaining  this  water  is,  in  the  face  of 
a  growing  necessity,  extremely  negative  and  an  artificial  constraint.  Hater 
for  Colorado  doesn't  accept  it,  and  neither  will  the  rest  of  metro  Denver's 
residents.  The  water  is  there;  if  we  don't  use  it,  the  lower  basin  eventu- 
ally will.  The  assumption  that  we  won't  utilize  our  resources  as  they  are 
needed  is  absurd. 

Not  only  have  the  groups  in  opposition  to  Foothills  used  these 
two  "red  herrings"  to  rally  emotional  support  for  their  cause,  they  have 
cost  the  customers  of  the  Denver  Water  Department  —  who  will  eventually 
pay  for  Foothills  —  more  than  $^Q  million  in  increased  construction  costs 
over  the  last  four  years  by  delaying  Foothills'  construction.  And  they  have 
cost  the  American  taxpayer  the  enormous  amount  of  money  that  has  gone  into 
the  preparation  of  three  environmental  statements,  hearings,  and  the  like. 

With  the  exception  of  a  very  few  sections,  Water  for  Colorado 
finds  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  more  than  adequate.  The  opposition, 


naturally,  has  already  threatened  to  drag  the  controversy  over  Foothills 
out  for  years  with  lawsuits.  No  doubt,  they'll  use  their  red  herrings  to  do 
so.  Somewhere,  they  have  mislaid  the  facts. 


J'MD    plan  metro  denvi 
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September  26,  1977 

Attest:_  fr-u/Wi,  /■/-  -h^ 
Joseph  H.  'lice 
Staff  Assistant 


1100  H'Ottth  Au.ai.ifJ  ala*viS« 
IDoaver,  Colorado  l>0210 
Soyteubwr  2!j,  1977 


1'lan  k'otro  Denver  has  reviewed  the  J3r.&£t  i.ii'Vironu'yniiil  Iisjjwq'J. 

Statowearfc  fur  tits  proposed  i'oothllls  Project  and  finds  it 

laOttf-ftij  in  the  follovrins  rosyocttfi 

1)      Since    the    ini  biftH    pkuse  jr*ovidOE  no  nc,    nvpplics   of  rr.v/ 
water,  it  is  uaolotJ?  whether  the  project  will  result  in  an 
increased  suij,j^v  of  pvoccssosl  wator  or  uorely  in  Increased 
Qa^ici ty a-     If   Only    thG    cap-city    is  buinj   iacre^iec,    thu 
nerits   of  a  i:\oro   energy-efficient  location   will   faavo   to   bo 
weighed  rationally  a."..:inc:t  the   increase  of  water  prices  ana 
the   lose   of  reservation   area.'.;.      If   tie    actual    oupply   of   available 
proooo&ed  water  la  being  inereasedr  tho  following  information 
Should  be    provided^ 

a)  ffilia   amount  aiifl  p'rroir.t-ijo  of  iiicrof.sc   should  "bo 
clearly   stilted.* 

b)  Altoriiutivea  to  I'n&y©  One,   such  as  o;jpyiidi&i;  existing 
treat,  iont  plaiitu,   should  be  fully  uitalya^d* 

c)  fine   should  be  <;ivon  for   the   implication?   of  the 
ijenvor  \l-j,zor  hoard's  cwront  restrictions  On  water  «ua&a 
to  be  aeon*     Incr-_-:_f.;ed  awareness  of  ra.tio*iil  water  nr.v 


nay  cli..njo  acvu.-l 


tho  ;0jX'6  tiee.;dow* 

rA   vi. 0/ 


up  in  bo 
the  £.ooloj 


?/     iSi'ti  S...-G0.1-I  pliiu;o  of   thxi  ^oathi-lls  Projoct  asiiU-aow  jm 
wlflitioua  empply  ox  riw  wutur  of  between  375  nv;cl  and  <50Q  rod 
'■■x  jt'-ii  ;.■-:-_:;  i\D  vi\vXy&%n  of  the  iepnct  02:   the  tjourca  uraac 
c£    .  .<  .  lyi,.     \,ai..  w,tci  c     3ine&  **38  pl.ee  .o  it  of  fee  entire 

project;  ttMaK!  lit -bio    or  no    f.o.'iao   without    thfl    second,  ph-r;a, 

the  j&y  taiut  oonuidor  tiio  rw/tlfloations  on  the  ejoutco  arcuic 

of  tMu  ^reut  diversion,  of  water. 

M     'flxo  JSIS  &03H  not  intiioiite  iv&^tHrr  ilia  f;pirin£  'it  Strcartio, 

Springe  v/113  be  included  in  the  inund-tod  area*     If  co: 

c)     if  tho  oprin#  continues  to  produce  watery  would  tha 

traocs  of  uranium  found  iu  it  fcavo  aay  effect  upon  ovu- 

watcr  quality! 

b)      If  water  fror.i  the  reservoir  inutocfl  b::c 

the  spring  un'.lorjjrou.nd  a/iunas!!  s    v.h-t  would 

effects?     Would  there  bo  a  ei;jiificu'at  loas  of  reoovvoir 

water?    Could  ;..n  earthquake  result,  a:,  a^poiwa  to  hwe 

occurred  a  few  yo-irs   ^o  in  the  jionvu.-.'  rogioit  ufeefc  w*oto 

materials  were  forced  feficl:  into  the  oarKiV 

4)  yilthov-h  thu  projected  total  oaptMty  of  tho  truatixnt 
pli-at  ^ftcr  Pii;v.!o  S»o  i;j  500  i^d,  the  Poofciilla  ttunaul  lcad;!n'- 
to  it  will  hav-3  a  capacity  of  710  ii^d,     I::  thlu  creator  \a,::r:.,. 
ncce-.-.o',,-  for  structural   or  &*ifety  ra.aotaia,   or  te  a  plw  .ed 
I'i'ii  e   2/XVOO   o.  .it  ted  xro:.i    the  JlS? 

5)  '.hips-,  are  earaloBaly  labeled  and  i.ii::ie  ^l:i- 

6)  Population  growth  for  tho  siroa  la  aacu^ 
although  it  in  reality  depths  oj;  v.rj  v/utvr  beinj  «u..£lio£, 
to   the    study  a^a^OW  outeido  U7/B  Unite),    wllich   in   turn 

dop.jivb/ 


color 


dope-nan  upon   a  re-l  or  t,pjjax*«ia*t  i  c::o\.;>,:  :bi  the  Wiviur 
available   to   the  33 Jl). 

7.     1'iie  wind  md  tair  pollution  iafoxMatlo:;  provided  in  tV.u 
ills  1b  OM.td.atod  and  p;:t:?&:risly  SJr/tocuri'.'frs*     11  ahould  be 
completely  rovlo;"3  to  rcfloc':-  the  cui'/eiit  t*ifl  fut.irc.  cayioaa 
iL'iLpl.io^tloii.-j   of  aottlttf3.wit  in  the   :.,uojcot   rvre.    0)ii;wtVvr,„ 
gj.*eva  ^.-;r  pollution  problem o 

Gr      1'ao   o.j.t:.'.L'^'*J.',ho  \:hieh  could  result  fro  a  rujill-je  of  to;;.L,c 
jatttorivilt  at  the  ti.Vv.t  .yat  pl-.nt  dv.'iuj  am  invurnioii  .-.m.-jt 
require  npooi.fio  re^uletion:;  ijafl  prec.iutio'i,'..  cotoO-bKiia^  tho 
tinii;   ef  d-iy  mid  ysu.*  ;>rch  ch*.r itculs  o^vi  V;u   'iii'uftupaX'ttid  aad 
lottilad. 

.'V'ltdo  fro:.i  the   above   :.peelfie  poi'its,   1*1  v. n  M.ett'o  i'eiiv-r 
eu.c:itien.;  th^  nood  to  JiraiSle  1'imyo  One  iiwl  VfW>9  IS'/o  tO£;.ithcre 
I:*   Ph  .jo  One    dOUJJ  not    :Lv..c,'.'0'...-e    :  c  Lu.l   eupply   of  proceed  ;'.;torv 
t.-io  ns'.:d  for  it  io  citi03*&iota«bXc«     Otlicrv,'iBO,   t^ltorru-ivc."  :.C.t.f"14 
be  e-'.rov'iil-by  coii'jifioi'od — cltoriiutivoo  v/Jaic>-  will  bo  lo-ao  of  a 
ctj.*uin  uconoc.ioilly  on  the  ueex'J  poehv;  tbooh,-i   and  which  will 
preserve   for  at  lo;irjt  15  yu.^c  v.  boe.'.vl: '  fi.il  ci^iyon  ui;ed   by  ;::■;■ 
tlioUi3t:n<lu   of  ivV-.t.iJ.,ii"'j.';  o*:c'i  ye,:i'c     I'XvWiteid  :Cor  Piiusc  2\.\),    o:i 
the   o:,hor  h'.ad;    c-nuot  V'.    curlovO-2    bo;;iin  v&til    Die  f.nl.tlii:-  tioi 
of  w;fu-.'.'"  divuJ'iiioH  upon  the  oiwiv&d  liiit  ru.J  uoOiiO:.'v   of  uho  t;ouro 
ktui.'j  A-.vii  beeii  fully  e-cploruii. 
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COMMISSIONERS 
idem  JAMES  B  KENNGV, 

JOHN  A  YELEWCK 


The  District  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Canon  City  District  Office 
3080  East  Main  Street 
Post  Office  Box  311 
Cgnon  City,  CO   81212 


Re: 


Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  statement  for 
the  Proposed  Foothills  Project 


Gentlemen: 

On  September  14th,  Mr.  Charles  F.  Brannan,  President ,  Denver  Board 
of  Water  Commissioners,  presented  testimony  on  the  above  captioned 
subject  manner.   l~n  that  testimony,  he  promised  that  detailed 
written  comments  would  be  provided  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
within  the  time  available  for  receipt  of  written  comments. 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  transmit  those  written  comments 
which  are  attached  hereto.   If  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
these  during  your  review  period,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact 
us. 


Sincerely  yours, 


i/  OsJL 


,■  J.  L.  Ogilvie,  Manager 
JLO/jai 


DETAILED  COMMENTS 

Summary,  Paragraph  2=  The  first  sentence  is  poorly 
written.   It  should  read,  "Results  of  the  proposed  action 
would  include  the  change  of  1.7  miles  of  free-flowing  river 
to  flat  water,  1,753  additional  tons  of  sediment  will  be 
trapped  behind  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam,  most  of  the  histor- 
ical Narrow  Gauge  Railroad  Bed  features  and  about  18,000  rec- 
reational visits  to  the  canyon  during  the  construction.  .  ." 
None  of  the  positive  impacts  of  economic  growth,  quality  of 
life  within  the  metropolitan  area,  lack  of  watering  restric- 
tions, and  economic  benefits  of  this  project  are  mentioned. 
Additionally,  this  seems  to  overemphasize  the  negative  im- 
pacts of  the  project. 

Probably  the  most  grossly  over  exaggerated  adverse 
impact  the  Draft  Statement  attributes  to  the  construction 
and  operation  of  the  project  is  the  predicted  loss  of  up  to 
50%  of  the  native  Bighorn  sheep  herd.  The  reason  the 
Statement  presents  such  a  distorted  view  must  necessarily  be 
because  those  responsible  for  evaluating  that  impact  rather 
than  learning  from  those  with  years  of  knowledge  and  exper- 
ience in  dealing  with  Bighorn  Sheep  generally  and  the  Platte 
Canyon  herd  in  particular,  chose  to  rely  upon  academic 
inquiries  and  hearsay  statements  about  the  effect  of  con- 
struction activities  on  such  a  herd. 

Mr.  John  Boaza  of  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  who  is  responsible  for  the  material  in  the  Statement 
relating  to  the  Bighorn  sheep  herd  testified  in  a  recent 
deposition  that  he  had  made  no  attempt  to  verify  the  prob- 
able adverse  impact  on  the  herd  but  had  relied  on  studies  by 
others  who  had  opined  that  a  significant  herd  loss  had 
occurred  during  the  construction  activities  in  the  Canyon  in 
the  1960s.  He  did  not  know  whether  the  studies  he  relied  on 


had  been  made  during  the  period  of  time  that  the  construc- 
tion had  been  going  on. 

Moreover,  there  was  genuine  confusion  as  to  the  number 
of  sheep  currently  in  the  herd,  with  the  result  that  the 
estimate  selected  for  inclusion  in  the  Statement  of  60  to  65 
animals  represented  simply  a  compromise  to  resolve  conflicts 
among  the  number  of  animals  reported  by  different  people  at 
different  times. 

The  loss,  predicted  to  result  from  the  construction 
work,  is  also  a  product  of  guesswork. 

The  reasons  given  for  the  predicted  loss  included  a 
fear  that  the  noise  associated  with'  blasting  would  frighten 
the  animals  and,  when  combined  with  the  harassment  expected 
to  result  from  the  presence  of  people  would  cause  them  to 
crowd  into  smaller  areas,  impair  their  breeding  activity  and 
cause  the  spread  of  disease  associated  with  the  lungworm 
infestation.  Finally,  a  significant  portion  of  the  loss  was 
predicted  to  result  from  illegal  poaching  by  the  construc- 
tion workers. 

Unfortunately  these  conclusions  were  drawn  from  the 
results  of  studies  done  by  academicians  in  1973  and  1974 
whose  analysis  had  not  been  verified  by  actual  experience 
during  the  periods  of  time  when  the  events  upon  which  they 
relied  for  their  judgment  occurred.   When  their  conclusions 
were  discussed  by  the  team  working  on  that  portion  of  the 
Draft  Statement,  additional  conjecture  and  speculation, 
rather  than  scientific  evidence  added  to  the  confusion  and 
the  understandably  hopelessly  incorrect  result.   (See  attach- 
ment 1A,  Boaze  deposition  of  August  16,  1977,  pages  90  through 
99)  . 

By  contrast,  if  the  study  team  had  chosen  to  search  for 
hard  evidence  from  those  who  are  experienced  and  competent 
in  the  actual  management  of  Bighorn  sheep  they  could  readily 


have  found  them  and  would  have  developed  a  significantly 
different,  albeit  infinitely  more  reliable,  data  base.   It 
would  have  been  relatively  easy  and  not  excessively  time 
consuming  to  have  sought  the  advise  of  George  w.  Jones,  who 
for  31  years  has  been  actively  in  charge  of  Bighorn  sheep 
herd  management  and  translocation  throughout  the  State  of 
Colorado,  a  copy  of  whose  deposition  appears  as  Attachment 
IB.  If  the  Team  had  been  truly  concerned  about  verifying  the 
Platte  Canyon  loss  attributable  to  illegal  poaching,  it 
would  have  consulted  with  William  J.  Forgett,  a  long  time 
.Game  Warden  and  Wildlife  Conservation  Officer  with  exper- 
ience in  the  area  whose  deposition  is  attached  as  Attachment 
1C  and  Mr.  Herman  Schultz,  Game  Warden  and  Wildlife  Conserva- 
tion officer  who  had  jurisdiction  over  the  Platte  Canyon 
area  during  the  period  of  the  1960's  when  previous  construc- 
tion occurred  in  the  Canyon.   His  deposition  is  attached  as 
Attachment  ID.  The  Team  assembled  to  write  the  final  En- 
vironmental Impact  Statement  should  study  those  depositions 
carefully  along  with  the  statement  of  Mr.  c.  N.  Feast,  a 
long  time  Director  of  the  Colorado  Game  and  Fish  Department, 
which  is  attached  as  attachment  IE. 

All  four  sources  concur  in  the  statement  that  construc- 
tion activity  per  se  will  have  no  direct  effect  upon  animal 
mortality.  Mr.  Jones  in  particular  descried  a  similar 
occurrence  in  relation  to  the  construction  of  the  Taylor  Dam 
on  the  Gunnison  River  when  he  said: 

"A:   Well,  you  know  at  the  Taylor  Dam  on  Gunnison,  you 
can  always  see  that  bunch  of  sheep.   They  watched  the 
whole  procedure  all  the  time  they  was  building  that 
Dam. 

"They  would  leave  for  a  day  or  two.  There  was  a 
lot  of  dynamiting  going  on,  but  they  would  all  be  back 
and  they  never  left  there.  The  herd  was  there  when  we 
started  and  they  are  still  there." 

Later,  in  response  to  a  question  as  to  whether  he  might 

anticipate  a  loss  of  a  number  of  the  herd  because  of  the 

construction  activity,  be   responded  by  saying: 


-3- 


"A:   No,  I  think  they  would  move  out  for  awhile  and 
then  they  would  get  used  to  it  and  then  they  would 
gradually  move  back  in  there.   They  are  curious,  alot 
of  the  time.  They  will  stand  around  on  high  ridges  and 
mountains  and  watch  the  construction.   Tt  doesn't 
bother  them  at  all. 

"When  they  built  the  Taylor  Reservoir  they  were  up 
there  on  that  hill  day  in  and  day  out*  *  *" 

When  asked  whether  construction  activity  might  have  any 

adverse  effect  on  the  breeding  habits  of  the  Big  Horn  sheep, 

Jones  replied: 


A:  no,  I  don't  think  so,  because  when  that  rut  takes 
place,  there  is  nothing  going  to  disturb  them  at  all  * 
*  *,  but  construction  doesn't  bother  them,  unless  you 
are  talking  about  thousands  of  people,  and  you  are  not 
going  to  have  that  many  people  in  there  at  one  time. 

With  respect  to  the  reports  of  a  major  loss  of  animals 
resulting  from  illegal  poaching  during  the  construction 
periods  in  the  60s,  Jones  indicated  that  individual  isolated 
occurrences  would  not  have  come  to  his  attention  but  that  a 
major  loss  in  the  Platte  Canyon  herd  from  such  poaching 
would  surely  have  been  brought  to  his  attention. 

Both  Forgette  and  Schultz,  the  law  enforcement  officers 
in  the  area,  indicated  that  poaching  in  the  closed  canyon 
was  relatively  difficult.   Schultz,  who  had  jurisdiction 
over  the  area  from  the  latter  part  of  1959  up  until  almost 
1970  had  no  more  than  six  cases  of  sheep  poaching,  only  two 
of  which  occurred  during  the  construction  of  the  Aurora 
Project .   Because  of  the  manner  in  which  those  poachers  had 
been  apprehended,  Mr.  Schultz  was  fearful  that  other  animals 
may  have  also  been  taken  illegally  but  he  had  no  evidence 
one  way  or  the  other  as  to  whether  any  other  sheep  had 
actually  been  lost  to  that  activity.   Schultz  was  also  of 
the  opinion  that  if  worker  access  to  the  construction  site 
were  provided  by  bus  and  controlled,  the  risk  of  loss  from 
worker  poaching  would  be  essentially  eliminated. 

Feast  in  summarizing  his  experience  and  that  of  the 
others  concludes  that  the  project  activity  need  have  no 


adverse  effect  upon  the  herd  itself  and  recognizes  as  does 
George  Jones,  that  if  the  activity  disturbs  the  herd,  it 
would  be  a  temporary  disturbance  causing  the  animals  to 
migrate  along  its  traditional  patterns  as  set  forth  in  the 
Jones  deposition. 

In  recasting  the  section  involving  the  impact  of  the 
Project  on  the  Bighorn  sheep  herd,  Page  3-33  et  seq. ,  the 
BLM  must  take  into  account  the  knowledge  and  experience  of 
these  men  which  is  now  available  to  the  BLM  and  produce  a 
competent  final  statment  which  recognizes  and  clearly  des- 
cribes what  a  minimal  effect  the  construction  activity  will 
have  on  the  Platte  Canyon  herd. 

Summary:   The  page  following  the  summary  page  which  has 
a  listing  of  federal,  state,  local  and  private  entities 
appears  to  be  out  of  place  at  this  point. 

Page  1-1,  Paragraph  1:   The  Introduction  should  be 
amended  to  reflect  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  Act  and  that  as  a  result  the  Forest  Service  will 
also  have  to  issue  a  permit  for  the  right-of-way.   See  the 
discussion  on  Page  1-9  under  the  heading  "United  States 
Forest  Service. " 


Page  1-1:   After  the  second  paragraph,  an  additional 

paragraph  should  be  added  which  states  the  following: 

The  Foothills  Project  is  of  critical  importance 
to  the  Denver  Metropolitan  Area.   The  Project  will 
not  only  make  available  expansion  of  the  existing 
system,  but  will  also  correct  deficiencies  in 
the  system  as  it  exists.   Briefly,  the  problem 
that  the  Foothills  Plant  addresses  is  the  problem  of 
distribution  of  supply.   While  nearly  half  of 
the  Denver  Water  Board's  treatment  capacity  is 
on  the  north  end  of  the  system,  only  thirty  percent 
of  the  raw  water  is  delivered  to  the  north  end  of 
that  system.   Nearly  three  times  the  amount  of 
available  raw  water  flows  into  the  Denver  system 
from  the  south.   Because  there  is  no  raw  water 
intertie  capability  between  filtration  plants, 
the  southern  system  must  be  the  place  where 
filteration  capacity  is  added.   See  additional 
comments  On  p.  1-14. 


Page  1-1 i  Paragraph  3_i   The  statement  reads,  "The 
proposal  also  includes  an  intertie  conduit  with  the  City  and 
Aurora's  raw  water  system, "   COMMENT:   The  sentence  should 
read,  "The  proposal  also  includes  an  emergency  intertie  con- 
duit with  the  City  of  Aurora's  raw  water  system." 

Page  1_,  General  Comment:   Two  items  should  be  clarified 
on  the  first  page  of  the  report.   First,  the  report  fails  to 
specify  haw  many  acres  of  BLM  administered  public  land  and 
National  Forest  Lands  are  involved  with  the  Denver  Water 
Board's  proposal  to  huild  the  Foothills  Complex. 

The  discussion  of  the  BLM's  actions  implies  that  tre- 
mendous amounts  of  federal  government  lands  would  be  in- 
volved in  the  Foothills  Project.   It  would  be  appropriate 
for  te  EIS  to  state  early  in  the  summary  that  the  federal 
action  involved  in  this  project  regards  rights  of  way  needed 
for  a  minimal  amount  of  federal  lands  and  improvement  of  the 
access  road  and  that  no  federal  expenditure  of  funds  will  be 
required. 

Secondly,  there  is  contradictory  information  concerning 
the  location  of  the  proposed  site.   The  first  paragraph 
states  that  the  plant  would  be  located  approximately  25 
miles  Southwest  of  Downtown  Denver.   In  the  last  paragraph, 
the  location  is  given  as  16  miles  to  the  Southwest  of  the 
service  area.   One  single  location  description  should  be 
used  throughout  the  project. 

Page  1-3,  Hap  1-2:  The  Platte  Canyon  access  road  from 
the  present  Platte  Canyon  intake  upstream  to  the  so-called 
Keystone  Bridge  is  shown  on  the  map  as  being  a  14  foot  road 
with  turnouts  including  power  and  telephone  lines.  This 
segment  of  the  Platte  Canyon  access  road  should  be  proposed 
for  improvement  to  22  feet  to  comply  with  safety  considera- 
tions. 


Map  1-1:   COMMENT:   Throughout  the  EIS  some  maps  have 
page  numbers  and  some  do  not.   One  consistent  policy  should 
be  followed  for  ease  of  reference. 

Map  1-3 :   This  map  is  supposed  to  refer  to  the  "Pro- 
posed Foothills  Project."   For  this  reason  it  seems  incon- 
sistent to  indicate  the  "Chatfield  Alternative"  on  this  map. 

Page  following  Map  1-4 :   This  page  is  not  marked  with  a 
page  number. 

Page  1-7,  Paragraph  1:   The  first  full'  paragraph  refer- 
ences a  ruling  by  the  Regional  Solicitor.   We  are  not  aware 
of  any  such  ruling.   On  or  about  the  referenced  date,  how- 
ever, the  Solicitor  did  issue  a  memorandum  on  this  subject. 
We  suggest  that  this  paragraph  be  rewritten  and  corrected  to 
coincide  with  the  substance  of  that  memorandum. 

Page  1-7 ,  Paragraph  2:   The  reference  to  the  Under 
Secretary  should  be  corrected  to  reflect  that  the  correct 
title  is  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

Page  1-7,  Paragraph  2:   This  introductory  paragraph 
should  be  expanded  to  make  it  clear  that  this  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is  being  prepared  by  the  BLM  in  its  capaci- 
ty as  the  "Lead  Agency"  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as 
used  in  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Guidelines,  40 
CFR  Part  1500,  and  that  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
will  suffice  as  the  necessary  document  within  the  meaning  of 
Section  102(2) (C)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
and  that  following  the  requisite  time  periods,  the  individ- 
ual agencies  will  be  permitted  to  proceed  with  the  required 
federal  actions. 


Page  1-7  through  1-10 :   Descriptive  language  under  the 
heading  "Bureau  of  Land  Management"  on  page  1-7  and  continu- 
ing on  page  1-8  as  well  as  certain  corrections  in  tables  1-1 
and  1-2  and  figures  1-6  and  1-7  should  be  made  in  the  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  reflect  the  amended  appli- 
cations for  rights-of-way  which  will  have  been  filed  by  the 
Denver  Water  Board. 

Page  1-11,  Paragraph  li   Strike  the  "s"  from  the  word 


Page  1-11,  Paragraph  2:   The  "Corps  of  Engineers" 
description  should  be  modified  to  reflect  the  needed  404 
permit  for  conduit  27  as  described  in  the  Environmental 
Statement  on  pages  1-55  and  1-56. 

Page  1-11,  Paragraph  2:   Use  of  the  phrase  "navigable 
stream"  should  be  explained.   The  third  sentence  of  this 
paragraph  should  end  as  follows,  "...  and  the  South 
Platte  River  is  defined  as  'navigable'  within  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  even  though  it  is  not  navigable 
in  the  traditional  sense." 

I'agg  1-11,  Paragraph  4:   The?  paragraph  should  b-J  re- 
worded and  commence  with  a  sentence  that  states,  "In  order 
to  comply  with  fehffl  Feder;-!  Hater  Pollution  Control  Act  of 
1972  (PL  92-500) ,  and  the  Colorado  Water  Quality  Act  the  DWB 
or  its  contractor (s)  must  apply  for  a  stream  discharge 
permit  .  .  ,  ."   Additionally ,  this  paragraph  should  point 
out  that  the  requirements  will  also  apply  to  the  conduit 
#27-   In  light  of  these  laws,  the  second  sentence  in  this 
paragraph  should  be  stricken;  a  violation  of  stream  stan- 
dards is  not  permitted,  conditions  of  the  permits  assure 
that  standards  are  protected. 


Page  1-12: 


Page  number 


Pag?,  1.-12 ,  Paragraph  3:   The  paragraph  uses  the  phrase 
"DWB  would  have  to  obtain  .  .  .  ."  This  should  be  changed 
to  read  "DWB  may  have  to  obtain  special  land  use  permits 


Page  1-12:   Under  the  heading  Purpose  and  Need,  an 

additional  paragraph  should  be  inserted  after  the  first 

paragraph  which  indicates  the  need  for  the  structure  by  the 

City  of  Aurora.   The  paragraph  could  read  as  follows: 

The  proposed  Strontia  Springs  Diversion 
Dam  and  Reservoir  would  also  be  an  integral 
part  of  the  City  of  Aurora's  water  supply 
system.   Since  the  entire  City  of  Aurora  is 
dependent  upon  the  South  Platte  River  for 
its  water  supply,  this  permanent  diversion 
facility  would  form  a  vitally  needed  per- 
manent solution  to  Aurora's  diversion  needs. 
At  present,  Aurora  has  only  a  temporary 
diversion  structure  in  the  South  Platte 
River  and  without  this  project  would  be 
forced  to  build  its  own  permanent  diversion 
structure  in  the  South  Platte  River.   By 
utilizing  the  Strontia  Springs  facility, 
Aurora  is  able  to  divert  water  while 
minimizing  environmental  damage  to  the 
canyon  by  duplication  of  diversion  facilities. 

Page  1-13,  Table  1-3:   Under  the  column  labeled  "Required 
Authorization"  the  sixth  item  should  be  corrected  to  read, 
"water  quality  certification  and  discharge  permit"  from  the 
Colorado  Department  of  Health. 

Under  the  column  "Required  Authorization"  the  eleventh 
item  should  be  corrected  to  read,  "water  quality  certifi- 
cation" from  the  Colorado  Department  of  Health. 


Page  1-13,  Table  1-3  i   A  "Project  Component"  relating 
to  conduit  #27  (see  page  1-55)  should  be  added.   In  this 
regard,  a  "water  quality  certification"  from  the  Colorado 
Department  of  Health  and  a  "Section  401  permit"  from  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  should  be  itemized. 


Page  1-14 ,  Paragraph  3:   Delivery  of  treated  water  to 

DWB  customers  involves  three  factors  not  two.   The  third 

factor  is  "system  operational  constraints."   It  is  suggested 

that  language  dealing  with  this  aspect  of  the  water  supply 

problems  be  included  as  part  of  the  schematic  narrative. 

The  third  aspect  of  water  supply  is  system  opera- 
tional constraints  —  the  operational  constraints  which 
limit  the  system's  ability  to  serve  all  of  the  customers 
in  times  when  the  raw  water  supply  is  anything  less 
than  average. 

The  current  DWB  Treatment  System  is  composed  of 
three  treatment  plants  with  the  total  combined  apparent 
treatment  capacity  of  520  mpd.   The  term  apparent  has 
been  used  because  of  operational  constraints  in  the 
current  Denver  system.   By  way  of  illustration,  a 
simplified  description  of  the  filtration  system  may 
serve  as  a  useful  tool.   In  reality,  since  there  are 
no  raw  water  interconnections  "between  supply  systems, 
the  current  Denver  supply  system  should  be  separated 
into  two  distinct  parts;  the  South  System  and  the  North 
System.  The  North  System  feeds  water  exclusively  to 
the  Moffat  Treatment  Plant  which  has  a  capacity  to 
treat  210  mgd  of  water  per  day.   The  South  System  which 
feeds  the  Marston  and  Kassler  Plants  has  a  combined 
treatment  capacity  of  310  mgd.   The  South  System  has  a 
reliable  annual  yield  of  an  average  of  220,000  acre 
feet  while  the  North  System  only  has  average  reliable 
yield  of  92,000  acre  feet.   These  yields  in  normal 
years  do  not  create  a  problem  but  in  any  year  in  which 
the  Moffat  Supply  System  is  less  than  normal ,  resulting 
shortages  seriously  affect  the  DWB  system's  ability  to 
deliver  treated  water. 

If  for  instance  the  North  System's  raw  water 
supply  is  cut  in  half  by  natural  conditions,  as  was  the 
case  in  1977,  it  can  be  seen  that  the  effect  would  be 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  raw  water  available  to  the 
Moffat  Treatment  Plant.   With  this  small  amount  of  raw 
water  available  to  put  through  the  treatment  plant,  and 
with  raw  water  delivery  commitments  coming  from  the 
North  raw  water  supply  it  Ccin  be  seen  that  immediate 
measures  would  have  to  be  taken  to  insure  that  the 
Moffat  Treatment  Plant  was  to  be  operated  only  as  a 
peak-load  plant.   Even  with  Moffat  operating  as  a  peak- 
load  plant,  it  is  quite  possible,  without  Foothills, 
that  the  Moffat  Treatment  Plant  could  totally  exhaust 
its  raw  water  supply  by  July  if  volume  restrictions 
were  not  placed  on  the  system  to  insure  that  the  Moffat 
supply  was  not  depleted  during  the  summer.   In  other 
words,  the  base-load  capacity  of  the  system  to  be 
realistic  could  be  reduced  by  210  mgd  down  to  a  total 
of  310  mgd. 

This,  too,  is  only  apparent  capacity  because  of 
operational  constraints  in  the  Southern  System.   Marston 
Reservoir  is  a  terminal  settling  reservoir  which  receives 
raw  water  out  of  a  210  mgd  capacity  conduit  from  the 
Southern  System.   The  treatment  capacity  of  the  Marston 
Filter  Plant  is  260  mgd.   Since  the  Marston  Reservoir 
has  finite  capacity,  and  the  Marston  Filter  Plant  on 
days  of  high  base-load  demand  must  treat  close  to  its 


capacity  of  260  mgd,  it  can  be  seen  that  over  a  long 
period  of  sustained  high  demand,  Marston  Reservoir's 
useable  storage  would  be  depleted.  After  the  Reservoir 
is  depleted,  the  capacity  of  the  Marston  system  is  only 
as  great  as  the  capacity  of  its  smallest  link.   In  this 
case,  the  conduit  bringing  raw  water  to  the  MaafStoa 
Plant  with  a  210  mgd  capacity  is  that  link.  After 
Marston  Reservoir  has  been  depleted,  the  Marston  Treat- 
ment Plant  capacity  after  many  days  of  high  base  loads 
becomes  210  mgd. 

From  the  foregoing  illustration,  it  can  be  seen 
that  because  of  system  constraints  the  Foothills  Treat- 
ment Plant  is  of  critical  importance  to  supply  the 
system  demands  during  periods  of  high  base  loads.  The 
addition  of  Foothills  will  allow  other,  less  reliable 
plants  to  operate  at  their  optimum  efficiency  even  with 
their  system  induced  constraints. 

Pag_e  1-14 ,  Paragraph  5:  The  fifth  line  from  the  bottom 
states  that  "This  shortage,  if  caused  solely  by  inadequate 
treatment  capacity,  is  only  an  apparent  one."  The  use  of 
the  word  "apparent"  leaves  the  reader  with  the  wrong  impli- 
cation. When  treatment  capacity  is  inadequate  it  causes  a 
shortage  in  the  system;  those  without  water  because  of  this 
occurrence  find  the  shortage  to  be  most  real  and  not  "appar- 


A.  It  is  suggested  that  this  sentence  read  as  follows, 
"This  shortage  is  caused  solely  by  inadequate 
treatment  capacity." 

B.  On  what  appears  to  be  page  1-18  [again  this  page 
is  not  paginated),  the  same  use  of  words  appears 
in  the  third  paragraph.  It  is  suggested  that  the 
word  "apparent"  be  eliminated. 

C.  It  is  suggested  that  some  of  this  paragraph  will 
have  to  be  reworded  to  allow  for  the  addition  of 
the  paragraphs  on  "operational  constraints." 

Page  1-15,  Map  1-5:   The  shaded  area  is  an  overlay  and 
should  be  indicated  on  a  base  map.   The  list  of  water  dis- 
tricts should  state  "3  Willows  Water  District."  Also, 
Arvada  and  North  Table  Mountain  Water  and  Sanitation  District 
should  be  indicated. 


Page  1-17,  Table  1-4,  Footnote  1:   The  assumption 
stated  in  footnote  1  is  valid  and  one  for  which  the  metro- 
politan area  i:i  planniny. 


water  at  the  rate  of  760  mgd)."   This  should  read  as  follows, 
"(for  producing  treated  water  at  the  rate  760  mgd,  however, 
treated  water  can  b«  proceed  r.t  the  rate  of  010  mgd  pro- 
vided there  is  water  in  storage  in  Marston  Lake.)" 


Table  1-4,  Footnote  2 :   The  statement  concerning  the 
assumption  about  trend  analysis  is  very  misleading.   It  must 
reference  the  actual  mathematical  formula  used  to  have  any 
meaning  at  all.   Without  reference  to  this  regression  analy- 
sis, all  projections  lose  any  relationship  to  sound  utility 
practice.   See  Attachment  2. 

Page  1-16 ,  Map  1-6 :   The  overlay  should  be  placed  on  a 
base  map.   The  willows  Water  District  should  be  indicated. 

Table  1-5 :   The  values  under  the  heading  "Number  of 
Days  When  Demands  Exceeds  520  mgd"  present  the  numbers  13, 
31,  63,  and  73.   These  values  should  be  changed  to  read  15, 
40,  64,  105,  and  134  respectively.   This  change  is  based  on 
recent  updates  of  the  material  contained  in  the  DWE's  "Methods 
of  Meeting  Max  Day  Consumption  Requirements."   It  should  be 
noted  that  these  values  are  merely  statistical  values  at 
which  demand  can  exceed  a  chosen  value  of  520  mgd.   During 
periods  when  delivery  capacity  is  reduced  by  the  operational 
constraints  mentioned  earlier  more  days  of  demand  exceeding 
delivery  capability  will  occur  than  are  shown  by  the  values 
indicated  above. 

Page  1-18  :   The  page  number  is  missing. 

Page  1-20:   The  page  number  is  missing. 

Page  1-20,  Paragraph  1:   The  sixth  line  Of  the  first 
full  paragraph  roads  in  part  "...  (for  producing  treated 


Page  1-20,  Paragraph  4:  The  last  sentence  should  be 
changed  to  read  ".  .  .at  the  500  mgd  level  would  be  63.9 
million  kilowatt  hours." 

Page  1-21,  Paragraph  1:   This  paragraph  implies  that 
the  proposed  project  cost  at  the  125  mgd  capacity  is  about 
$234  million  (1976).   This  must  be  a  typographical  error. 
The  cost  is  approximately  $134  (1977).   It  should  be  noted 
that  on  page  7-3  the  sum  of  the  project  costs  at  500  mgd  is 
shown  as  an  amount  of  $264,623,000.00  which  is  misleading, 
(see  our  comments  regarding  this  page,  infra. )   See  attach- 
ment 3  hereof  which  provides  the  Foothills  Cost  Summary  for 
the  proposed  project  at  125  mgd.   The  last  sentence  of  this 
paragraph  should  be  changed  to  read,  "Table  1-6  reflects 
total  resources  which  would  be  committed  to  the  project  con- 
struction at  125  mgd  and  at  500  mgd." 

Page  1-27,  Second  hi.no.  From  The  Bottom  of  the  Page : 
Word  "designed"  is  n.isspsllcd . 


Page  1-27,  _ 
gates  and  trash  racks 


agraph  3:   The  statement  reads,  "Slide 

uld  be  located  on  four  faces  of  the 
DWB  structure  and  three  faces  of  the  Aurora  Structure  and  ba 
set  at  distances  of  approximately  23  feet  apart."   CO.'.-XNT: 
The  statement  should  read,  "Slide  gates  and  trash  racks 
would  be  located  on  four  faces  of  the  DWB  structure  and 


three  faces  of  the  Aurora  Structure  and  be  set  at 
distances  of  approximately  23  feet  apart." 


al 


?2<Ji?  I. -3.1  ,  Par,:['i;,jpii  '.--.        Th-  c.,:sr:r!:Jl:io:i  Contained 
herein  of  the  water  turnover  at  the  reservoir  can  be  further 
refined  in  accordance  with  attachment  4  hereof. 

Page  1-53,  Table  1-10:  In  the  second  and  third  columns 
under  "Quantity  As  Dry  Solids,"  it  appears  that  "  (1  lb/day)" 
should  be  "(lb/day)"  and  that  the  figures  "125  mgd"  and  "500 
mgd"  should  be  moved  to  the  bottom  line. 

Page  1-55,  Paragraph  ]_:   with  regard  to  references  made 
herein  to  the  crossing  of  Plum  Creek  by  Conduit  No.  27,  the 
description  should  be  expanded  to  indicate  that  a  water 
quality  certification  from  the  Colorado  Department  of  Health 
and  a  "Section  10-1"  permit  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will 
be  obtained  prior  to  the  crossing. 

Page  1-56,  Paragraph  1:   The  statement  that  the  second 
conduit  will  be  laid  10  feet  away  and  alongside  Conduit  No. 
27  is  incorrect.   Since  the  topography  and  thus  the  depth  at 
which  the  conduit  will  be  placed  is  variable,  the  space 
between  conduits  varies  accordingly.  Thus  the  statement 
should  read,  "The  second  conduit  will  be  laid  adjacent  to 
conduit  #27  within  the  same  right-of-way. " 

Page  1-57 :   Under  the  heading  "Existing  NOn-Federal 
Projects,"  the  word  "V&ssjuez"  J-s  misspelled. 


additional  comments  on  Green  Mountain  Reservoir, 
re:  page  2-23,  infra. ) 


Page  1-50,  Par 


The  statement  reads,  "Mount 
Carbon  Dam  under  construction  and  located  on  Bear  Creek  .  . 
.."   The  statement  should  read,  "Bear  Creek  Lake  Dam  under 
construction  and  located  on  Bear  Creek  .  .  . . " 

Page  1-61,  Paragraph  3_:      The  last  sentence  of  the 
paragraph  should  be  amended  as  follows,  "...  project, 
further  federal  evaluation  would  be  required  to  comply  with 
federal  statutes  and,  in  particular,  the  National  Environ- 
mental Pol. icy  Act. " 

Page  1-51 ;   In  light  of  the  statement  regarding  the 
interrelationships  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
multiple  use  planning  system  in  the  study  area,  it  seems 
appropriate  to  add  an  additional  heading  entitled,  "Interre- 
lationships with  U.S.  Forest  Service  Mutliplc  Land  Use  Plan 
for  the  Study  Area."   Under  this  section,  the  statement 
should  be  made  to  point  out  that  the  proposed  project  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  existing  multiple  land  use  plan  for 
the  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National  Forest,  as  stated  in  a 
letter  from  Forest  Supervisor  Ridings  in  his  memorandum 
dated  April  14,  1975  addressed  to  the  Regional  Forester, 
See  Attachment  5.   On  August  31,  1977,  Mr.  Ridings  testified 
under  oath  that  this  is  still  this  opinion  (Ridings  1977) . 


Page  1-59 ,  Paragraph  1:     The  second  sentence  should  be 

amended  to  read  as  follows: 

In  accordance  with  the  Blue  River  Decree,  Hreen 
Mountain  Reservoir,  having  storage  rights  senior 
to  Dillon  Reservoir,  is  entitled  to  be  filled  one 
time  each  year  by  runoff  originating  within  the 
Blue  River  Water  Shed  before  any  of  that  year's 
runoff  may  be  stored  in  Dillon  Reservoir  which  is 
upstream  of  Green  Mountain  Reservoir,  unless 
Denver  exercises  its  rights  under  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  to  its  domestic  preference.   (See 


Page  2-1 ,  Paragraph  2:   The  second  sentence  in  this 
paragraph  is  confusing  as  written.   It  should  be  rewritten 


It  includes  a  linear  area  extending  from  Highlands 
Reservoir  in  Littleton  southwesterly  to  the  proposed 
treatment  plant  site  near  Roxborough  Park,  and  the 
South  Platte  Canyon  from  Chatfield  Reservoir  to 
South  Platte.   The  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte 
River,  Dillon  Reservoir,  the  Blue  River  and  the 
South  Platte  River  below  Denver  are  affected  to  a 
much  lesser  degree. 


Page  2-1,  Paragraph  3_:   COMMENT:   The  source  for  the 
population  statistics  should  be  consistent  if  possible.   The 
1975  Denver  Water  Department  service  area  population  cones 
from  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments,  all  others 
come  from  the  United  StatCH  Rurcau  of  the  Census. 

Page  2-5 :   COMMENT:   The  description  of  the  existing 
system  is  incomplete  in  that  it  totally  ignores  treatment 
and  operational  constraints  which  dictate  system  operation. 
See  discussion  of  Page  1-14. 

The  treated  water  storage  capacity  is  given  as  297. B 
million  gallons.   It  is  implied  that  all  of  this  is  useable, 
and  all  calculations  and  tables  dealing  with  consumption 
assume  this.   in  fact  only  177  million  gallons  arc  useable. 
Fire  reserve  and  facility  operation  require  that  no  less 
than  100  million  gallons  be  retained  in  the  reservoirs.   Any 
deviation  from  this  could  spell  disaster  for  any  part  of  the 
service  area  and  in  particular  the  downtown  areas  where  a 
major  fire  could  effect  whole  blocks.   All  tables  and  calcu- 
lations which  use  these  volumes  should  be  changed  to  reflect 
useable  storage  only. 

The  treatment  capacity  is  correctly  listed  as  520 
million  gallons  but  it  is  assumed  that  this  figure  is  firm. 
This  is  true  only  if  par Ccct  raw  water  conditions  exist 
which  is  often  not  the  CKtse.   Kassler  treatment  plant  which 
Utilizes  slow  sand  filters  must  be  all  but  shut  down  when 
raw  water  turbidities  are  greater  than  10  FTU  for  any  ex- 
tended period  of  time. 

The  Marston  treatment  plant  which  also  experiences 
operational  constraints  is  influenced  in  two  ways;  by  the 
micro  strainer  Units  and  the  filter  run  times.   The  micro 
strainers  pass  the  Seime  turbidity  which  is  input  Lo  them. 
The  federal  water  standards  for  turbidity  will  not  be  met  if 
extended  runs  at  high  rates  are.  required.   In  times  when  the 


reservoir  is  drawn  down,  as  would  be  the  case  when  a  high 
base  load  exists,  the  plant  would  be  subjected  to  excess 
turbidities.   This  turbidity  would  reduce  filtration  capaci- 
ty in  direct  proportion  to  the  amount  of  water  present 
because  the  mixed  media  filters  could  not  be  washed  often 
enough  to  maintain  filtration  capaci  ty .   Turbidity  can 
either  be  caused  by  the  raw  water  which  is  supplied,  or  a 
wind  whipped  reservoir  which  is  drawn  down  below  optimum 
capacity. 

The  assumption  that  the  system  is  capable  of  delivering 
the  520  mgd  for  an  extended  period  of  time  is  a  shortcoming 
of  the  EIS.   It  must  be  emphasized  that  any  extended  520  mgd 
capacity  is  possible  only  when  conditions  are  perfect  which 
is  rarely  the  case.   The  distribution  system  contains  30 
pressure  zones  and  32  pump  stations  which  dictate  the  extent 
to  which  the  load  can  be  shifted  and  water  supplied  to  the 
18  different  clear  water  reservoirs.   Operational  situations 
such  as  a  power  failure,  which  have  occurred  in  the  past, 
can  seriously  effect  the  system's  ability  to  continue  peak 
operation.   When  a  reservoir  is  drawn  down  to  the  reserve 
limit  and  the  demand  continues,  that  reservoir  is  effec- 
tively lost.   The  reservoir  does  not  become  available  again 
until  demand  slackens  to  the  point  that  the  reservoir  can  be 
refilled. 

In  short,  the  simplified  approach  to  the  treatment  and 
distribution  system  must  be  changed  to  take  into  account 
reality  and  actual  system  operational  constraints.   The 
earlier  discussions  concerning  the  inadequate  evaluation  of 
operational  constraints  emphasize  that  all  tables  which  do 
not  account  for  this  factor  will  be  misleading.   Any  infor- 
mation in  the  EIS  which  was  developed  assuming  that  the  days 
depicted  in  Table  1-5  are  the  sole  number  of  days  that 
deficiencies  will  exist  is  erroneous.   It  is  our  under- 
standing that  the  shortages  shown  in  Table  2-30,  Page  2-9.'. 


were  based  on  the  number  of  days  shown  in  Table  1-5.   The 
result  is  an  understatement  of  the  problem  without  the 
proposed  Foothills  project. 

Page  2-5,  Paragraph  2:   The  statement  reads,  "Treated 
water  stored  within  the  DWB  transmission  system  was  used  to 
satisfy  the  additional  demand."   COMMENT:   This  referred  to 
the  1973  max  day  of  506  mgd.   The  statement  should  go  on  to 
say  that  "Reductions  of  pressures  and  other  operational 
problems  occurred  as  a  result  of  this  overextension  of 
system  capacity." 

Page  2-5,  Paragraphs  3  and  4:   "gdc"  is  used  to  indi- 
cate gallons  per  capita  per  day.   The  normal  abbreviation 
for  gallons  per  capita  per  day  is  "gcd."  The  D.E.S.  uses 
the  term  annual  gallons  per  capita  per  day  use  of  water 
(gcd)  in  various  tables  and  portions  of  the  report.   The 
figure  is  derived  simply  by  dividing  the  annual  water  con- 
sumption by  the  population  for  that  year,  and  further  di- 
viding by  365  to  obtain  a  daily  value.   The  result  is  a 
value  which  by  its  derivation  strongly  implies  the  average 
daily  use  of  water  by  an  individual.  This  is  totally  in- 
correct. 

It  must  be  stressed  that  annual  consumption  of  treated 
water  in  the  Denver  Water  Department's  service  area  is 
delivered  to  many  types  of  users.   Residential,  commercial, 
industrial,  master  meter,  government  agencies,  construction, 
and  fire  protection  arc  examples.   For  the  period  1957 
through  1974,  an  average  of  25%  was  used  by  commercial  and 
industrial  users  alone  excluding  that  amount  of  commercial 
and  industrial  use  under  master  meter  contracts.   Obviously, 
the  use  of  a  gallons  per  capita  per  day  computation  to 
indicate  water  used  by  individuals  is  misleading-   Further, 
when  comparisons  are  made  between  gcd  results  at  various 


points  in  time,  and  the  conclusion  is  drawn  that  an  individ- 
ual's water  use  is  being  lowered  or  raised  by  the  resulting 
difference,  the  conclusion  may  very  well  be  false. 

These  comparisons  using  gcd  become  particularly  mis- 
leading when  values  for  different  cities  arc  used  to  draw 
conclusions  that  individuals  in  one  city  use  more  or  less 
water  than  individuals  of  another  city  and  that  one  city's 
population  wastes  water  or  another  city's  population  are 
great  conservers  of  water  because  different  cities  deliver 
and  measure  water  deliveries  in  entirely  different  ways. 

it  is  our  strong  suggestion  that  these  problems  with 
the  meaning  of  gcd  be  clearly  described  and  that  any  conclu- 
sions on  individual  water  use  be  avoided  entirely. 

Page  2-5,  Paragraph  4_;   If  a  gallons  per  capita  per  day 
figure  must  be  used,  instead  of  using  the  DWB  1973  Annual 
Report,  the  1976  Annual  Report  should  be  used.   The  State- 
ment should  be  corrected  to  indicate  that  the  average  annual 
gcd  for  the  1971-76  period  is  214  gcd,  not  181.   See  Attach- 
ment 6  . 

Page  2-9,  Paragraph  4_:  COMMENT:  The  paragraph  en- 
titled Law  En  For cement  offers  no  relevance  to  a  Study  of 
this  proposal,  and  could  be  eliminated  from  the  report. 

Page  2 -10 ;   The  entire  Community  Attitudes  section  is 

irrelevant  as  presented.   It  should  be  rewritten  if  the 

section  is  in  fact  called  for  at  all.   A  suggested  rewrite 

would  be  as  follows: 

A  1976  Louis  Harris  poll  of  national  attitudes 
on  home  buying  revealed  that  the  biggest  concern 
of  a  prospective  homeowner  is  the  horticultural 
environment  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  his 
prospective  dwelling.   More  people  were  concerned 
about  the  availability  of  green  grass  and  trees 
than  they  were  about  any  other  concern  including 
the  accessibility  of  stores,  churches,  and  the 


potential  character  of  the  prospective  resident's 
immediate  neighbors.  When  asked  what  the  most 
important  consideration  was  in  the  area  where  they 
were  to  live,  95?,  responded,  'green  grass  and 
trees  around  me, '  92S  responded  that  the  quality 
of  the  neighbors  was  important,  £4':  responded 
accessibility  to"vs-hopping,  etc.   (Harris  1976). 

A  BLM  staff  summary  of  media  reports  on 
community  attitudes  towards  this  proposal  shows 
that  attitudes  cover  the  entire  spectrum.   Within 
Denver  County,  the  bond  issue  for  $160  million  in 
capital  improvements  of  which  the  Foothills 
Treatment  Plant  was  one  item  was  voted  on  in  1973. 
In  November  of  1973  with  24%  of  the  electorate 
turning  out,  56%  or  39,270  voted  for  the  improve- 
ments and  46%  or  30,800  voted  against  the  improve- 
ments.  This  243  voter  turnout  was  significant, 
because  for  single  issue  elections,  voter  participa- 
tion in  the  preceding  20  years  averaged  only 
21*16%,   [Denver  Election  Commission].   It  can  be 
stated  that  the  question  of  water  facilities 
improvements  attracted  widespread  voter  interest 
and  was  approved  by  a  substantial  margin. 

A  survey  conducted  from  August  31  to  Septem- 
ber 4,  1977  of  people  in  the  metropolitan  area 
showed  that  water  facilities  are  of  great  concern 
to  the  people  of  the  metropolitan  area.   The 
survey  showed  that  over  5  01  of  those  polled  were 
in  favor  of  building  the  facilities  necessary  to 
deliver  the  required  amount  of  treated  water  to 
the  metropolitan  area  even  if  they  had  to  pay  for 
it  themselves  when  it  was  determined  that  those 
facilities  were  needed. 

The  Statement  should  also  be  corrected  to  reflect  the  testi- 
mony of  Mayor  Wm.  McNichols  and  Mr.  Robert  Tonsing  on  Septem- 
ber 14,  1977  as  they  pertain  to  this  section. 

Throughout  the  entire  Community  Attitudes  section  of 
the  Statement,  the  language  should  be  re-edited  to  remove 
the  obvious  anti-project  bias.   That  bias  apparently  crept 
into  the  draft  after  Dr.  Douglas,  the  social  scientist  re- 
sponsible for  the  section,  had  submitted  his  work  to  the  team 
for  editing.   See  his  deposition  comments  about  the  editorial 
distortions  in  attachment  7 . 


Page  2-12;   All  reference  to  the  Carley  Study  should  be 
eliminated  since  this  study  is  out  Of  date, 


ivitfj  2-14 :   The  conclusions  in  the  first  paragraph 
about  the  value  placed  on  irrigated  areas  can  also  be  based 


upon  the  Louis  Harris  poll  mentioned  in  the  suggested  re- 
write of  page  2-3  0  supra.   In  addition,  there  was  oral 
testimony  by  Herb  Gundell  and  kobert  McWhinnie  on  September 
14,  1977  which  indicates  that  52,000.00  per  dwelling  unit  is 
too  low  since  replacement  value  now  greatly  exceeds  that 
amount. 

Page  2-15,  Paragraph  1:       The  last  sentence  now  reads, 
"It  is  stored  in  Gross  and  Ralston  Reservoirs  and  from  there 
is  transported  to  pipe  lines  to  the  Denver  Water  Board  raw 
water  users  in  the  Moffat  Treatment  Plant."  The  statement 
should  be  modified  to  say,  "It  is  stored  in  Gross  and  Ralston 
Reservoirs  and  from  there  transported  through  pipe  lines  and 
canals  to  the  Denver  water  Hoard  and  raw  water  users." 

Page  2-15,  Paragraph  3:      Sixth  line  down;  the  word  "or" 
should  be  changed  to  the  word  "and. " 

Page  2-15,  Paragraph  2:   The  second  sentence  should  be 
removed  as  being  redundant. 

Page  2-15,  Paragraph  3:   COMMENT:   The  entire  paragraph 
has  been  stated  in  the  preceding  two  paragraphs  except  Cor 
the  fact  that  fctie  capacities  are  listed  and  reference.  Le 
made  to  Table  2-7.   Possibly  the  capacities  and  references 
should  be  stated  in  the  upper  paragraphs  to  eliminate  the 
need  for  this  paragraph. 

Page  2-15,  Paragraph  4_:   The  Williams  Fork  Reservoir, 
at  this  point,  is  not  considered  part  of  the  .Moffat  System. 
It  should  bo  explained  that  Williams  Fork  Reservoir  is  a 
replacement  reservoir. 


Page  2-16,  Last  Paragraph :   COMMENT:   There  is  no 
reference  made  in  the  listings  of  the  irrigation  diversions 
These  should  be  included  to  make  the  chart  complete. 

Page  2-17,  Paragraph  5:   The  reference  to  "(Table  28)" 
should  bo  changed  to  read  Table  2-8. 

Page  2-18,  Table  2-8:   An  additional  diversion  should 
be  added  to  the  Table:   DIVERSION  NAME:   Nevada,  (out  of 
Chatfield  Reservoir),  OWNERSHIP  OF  THE  DIVERSION:   Denver 
Water  Board,  Englcwood,  and  others  2/ ,  WATER  USE:   Munici- 
pal, Industrial,  and  Irrigation. 


Page  2-19  :   Fifth  lin 
"Ramparts"  to  "Rampart." 


on  the  page,  change  the 


Page  2-19,  Paragraph  2:   The  statement  reads  "Water 
obtained  from  Soda  Lakes  is  conveyed  to  Harston  Lake  by  the 
Harriman  Canal."   COMMENT:   The  statement  should  read, 
"Water  obtained  from  Soda  Lakes  is  conveyed  to  Marston  Lake 
by  the  Harriman  Canal  or  exchanged  to  the  South  Platte 
intake  structure. " 

Page  2-21,  Paragraph  7  i   The  statement  reads,  "Marston 
(260)  .  .  .  ."   The  statement  should  read,  "...  Marston 

(260  mgd)  .  .  .  ." 

Page  2-23  Paragraph  1:   The  statement  reads,  "...  for 
the  period  1961  to  1973  averaged  187,500  acre-feet  annually." 
The  statement  should  read,  "...  for  the  period  1964  to 
1973  averaged  198,961  acre-feet  annually."   The  next  sentence 
reads,  ".  .  .  was  50,400  acrefeet  in  1967."   The  statement 
should  read,  ".  .  .  was  49,000  acre-feet  (which  does  not 
include  seepage)  in  1967." 


Page  2-23,  Paragraph  1,  Second  Sentence:   The  word 
"feet"  is  misspelled. 

Page  2-23,  Paragraph  4:      The  paragraph  should  be  changed 
to  read  as  follows,  "Stipulations  for  the  operation  of 
Dillon  Reservoir  require  release  of  natural  inflow  or  50 
cfs,  whichever  is  less,  or  smaller  flows  in  times  of  water 
shortage. " 

Page  2-23,  Paragraph  5:   The  entire  paragraph  should  be 

•deleted  and  the  following  language  substituted: 

The  Blue  River  Decree  also  provides  that  if, 
in  a  given  year.  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  does  not 
fill  from  runoff  originating  downstream  of  Dillon 
Dam  and  from  spills  from  Dillon  Reservoir,  the  DWB 
must  release  the  amount  of  water  necessary  to  fill 
Green  Mountain  Reservoir  from  water  which  was 
stared  during  that  year  in  Dillon  Reservoir, 
unless  Denver  is  exercising  its  domestic  preference 
under  the  Colorado  River  Compact.   Dillon  Reservoir 
was  filling  during  1964  and  1965.   Average  annual 
flows  in  the  Blue  River  downstream  of  Dillon  Dam 
during  the  1964  to  1973  period  were  143,500  acre- 
feet. 

Page  2-24,  Table  2-12:   The  column  reads  "Minimum 
Content  During  Year."   For  the  values  to  be  accurate,  the 
column  should  read,  "Minimum  End  of  Month  Content  During 
Year. " 


Page  2-25,  Table  2-13:   Footnote  #1  applies  only  to  the 
298,000  figure.   Homes take  Project  water  does  not  flow  in 
the  North  Fork  of  the  South  Platte  River.   Therefore,  an- 
other footnote  should  be  added  which  applies  to  the  flows 
under  the  "average  annual  runoff"  column  (79,000  and  143,500) 
the  narrative  of  which  should  read  "includes  historical 
Roberts  Tunnel  imports  from  Dillon  Reservoir." 

Page  2-2  6,  Table  2-14:   Under  the  column  entitled 
"Date"  there  is  no  "fourteenth  month."   This  should  be 
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corrected.   It  should  also  be  clarified  that  12-5-99  refers 
to  the  year  1899. 

Page  2-30,  Paragraph  4_:   The  second  and  third  sentences 
thereof  should  be  stricken  and  mare  up-to-date  information 
provided.   In  the  draft  "Denver  Regional  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  Waste  Water  Facilities  and  the  Clean 
Water  Program"  published  in  June,  1977  by  the  Region  VIII, 
of  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  it  states  that 
the  achievement  of  the  goals  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  will  not  bo  hindered  as  a  result  of  point  source 
discharges.   In  other  words,  either  a  sufficient  level  of 
waste  water  treatment  is  on  line  or  are  proposed  to  be  on 
line  within  the  time  frames  required  by  law. 


Page  2-38,  Table  2-2Q:   This  table  has  been  completely 
misquoted;  the  wrong  numbers  have  been  used,  the  order  of 
the  numbers  has  been  rearranged,  there  are  major  omissions, 
and  the  axis  of  the  tabic  has  been  switched.   This  table  is 
inaccurately  copied  from  the  source  quoted.   Additionally, 
there  have  been  alterations  to  the  table  which  are  not  ex- 
plained in  the  text.   These  changes  were  apparently  made  to 
give  the  original  tables  added  credibility.   Example:   Table 
2-20  appears  in  the  source  quoted  as  Table  A- 6  pg.  A-15.   In 
study  Section  2,-  Rainbow  Trout  -  A  zero  (o)  recapture  of 
marked  fish  is  noted.   Therefore,  no  population  estimates 
for  thot  species  could  be  made  in  that  section.   However, 
such  a  value  is  presented;   but  in  the  draft  EIS  no  estimate 
is  shown.   The  table  must  be  corrected  or  deleted. 


Page  2-37:   The  first  sentence  states  that  ".  .  .  the 
river  is  still  a  highly  productive  sports  fishery  (Table  2- 
20)."   Use  of  the  term  "highly"  indicates  a  subjective 
conclusion.   It  is  suggested  that  this  adjective  either  be 
dropped  or  the  benchmark  provided  for  concluding  that  "highly" 
is  the  proper  term.   (The  number  of  pounds  of  fish  would  be 
helpful  here.) 


Pa ga  2-37, 
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Mile  Creek  has  been  completely  rechanneled  to  accommodate 
construction  of  Interstate  70.   The  U.S.  Forest  Service  and 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  expect  this  total  change  of 
stream  bed  to  increase  the  natural  recruitment  of  trout  into 
Dillon  Reservoir.   It  seems  incongrous  and  contradictory  to 
state  later  within  this  EIS  document  that  far  less  construc- 
tion activity  in  the  South  Platte  stream  bed  within  the 
proposed  Foothills  project  site  will  impact  so  negatively  on 
the  South  Platte  Kiver  and  its  fishery. 


Page  2-3<J  ,  Table  2-21:   The  number  of  fish  per  acre  for 
the  lower  South  Platte  River  is  not  35  at  2  lbs.   The  number 
should  be  374  at  .17  lbs.  for  a  total  pounds  of  fish  per 
acre  of  64. 

Page  2-42,  Table  2-23:   The  figures  given  for  density 
per  meter  squared  and  for  grams  per  meter  squared  do  not 
concur  with  figures  given  in  the  quoted  source.   The  table 
should  be  quoted  exactly  or  deleted. 

Page  2-43,  Table  2-24 :   Footnote  2  should  bo  deleted. 

Page  2-45:   Under  the  heading  of  Geologic  Hazards  and 
Problem  Areas,  the  first  sentence  states  that  "Determining 
the  ages  of  movement  of  faults  in  the  South  Platte  Canyon  is 
quite  difficult  since  no  rocks  younger  than  Precambrian  are 
present."   After  the  word  "Precambrian,"  the  number 
(600,000,000  years)  should  be  added  to  give  perspective  to 


the  amount  of  time  represented  by  the  term  "Precambrian. " 
Additionally,  the  reference  to  the  "Laramide  Revolution" 
should  also  have  a  number  attached  in  millions  of  years  for 
reference. 

Page  2 - 4 6 ,  Paragraph  1:   The  term  "Quaternary"  is  used 
in  the  first  paragraph  at  the  top  of  the  page.   This  term 
should  be  identified  with  the  number  of  years  it  represents. 
The  sentence  should  read,  "Quaternary  fault  displacements 
indicate  the  occurrence  of  large  earthquakes  in  Quaternary 
time.  Quaternary  time  is  an  occurrence  within  the  last 
3,000,000  years." 


two  of  which  specifically  yielded  core  sample  evidence  that 
the  river  sediment  in  the  bottom  of  the  Platte  Canyon  does 
not  cover  up  any  major  fault  or  gouge  zones.   (See  Attach- 
ir,5nt  8  et  s^q.  for  details  of  geologic  and  seismic  Lasting.) 

Page  2-56:   The  "current  count  of  over  250  species"  of 
plants  implies  an  unusually  "rich  and  varied  flora." 
Homestake's  Pitch  Project  near  Monarch  Pass  reported  280 
species  of  plants.   Oil  Shale  Tract  C-a  in  Piccanee  Creek 
Basin  reported  231  species  of  plants.   The  statement  should 
reflect  that  this  is  not  an  unusual  find  or  unusual  array  of 
flora. 


Page  2-4  6,  Paragraph  1:   The  second  sentence  from  the 
end  of  the  first  paragraph  should  be  amended  to  include  the 
amount  of  time  since  the  "Laramide  Revolution."   The  last 
sentence  should  be  amended  to  read,  ".  .  .at  least  inten- 
sity VII  on  the  Modified  Mercalli  Scale."  Other  language 
should  be  dele-ted  as  confusing. 

Page  2-46,  Paragraph  3:   The  section  on  Faults,  Joints , 
Seismic,  and  Earthquake  Hazards  should  have  an  additional 
sentence  at  the  end  of  the  last  paragraph  of  that  section. 
The  sentence  should  state  that  the  Denver  Water  Board  ha3 
consistently  demonstrated  concern  about  the  existence  of 
geologic  hazards  in  the  vicinity  of  its  improvements  and, 
therefore,  strives  to  assure  that  every  reasonable  pre- 
dictive and  protective  measure  is  implemented.   To  bring  the 
geologic  record  up-to-date,  the  activities  of  the  Denver 
Water  Eoard  subsequent  to  the  printing  of  the  draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  should  be  documented.   In  addition, 
it  should  be  noted  that  approximately  1,800  feet  upstream  of 
the  proposed  dam  site,  a  series  of  bore  holes  were  drilled, 


Page  2-59,  Paragraph  £:   Detailed  species  lists  and 
available  information  on  bird  species  occurrence  in  the 
Waterton  Canyon  and  NFSP  River  should  be  included,  possibly 
as  an  appendix  in  the  final  statement  or  the  source  used 
could  be  identified  so  that  interested  parties  could  obtain 
such  information  without  contacting  BLM. 

Page  2-60:   The  section  entitled  Bighorn  Sheep  is 
deficient  and  in  error.   The  erroneous  statements  and 
assumptions  contained  in  this  section  are  magnified  in  the 
Bighorn  Sheep  discussion  in  chapter  3  on  page  3-33  which 
leads  to  the  drastic  overestimate  of  the  adverse  impact  on 
the  Bighorn  Sheep.   For  purposes  of  rewriting  this  section 
which  begins  on  page  2-60,  please  refer  to  the  comments  on 
the  summary  page  and  attachments. 

Map  2-7 :   The  sources  of  the  information  for  the 
terrestrial  resources  legend  should  be  identified.   How  were 
these  specific  areas  on  the  map  identified? 


Page  2-62 :   Under  the  section  entitled  Endangered 
Species,  the  first  sentence  should  be  rewritten  to  clarify 
and  update.   There  is  no  rffiail  evidence  that  the  Peregrine 
Falcon  or  the  Southern  Bald  Eagle  "inhabit  the  project 
area."   By  combining  this  language  with  "remote  possibili- 
ties", it  is  impossible  to  tell  exactly  what  species  are  in 
the  project  area.   The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  letter  of  5 
Aug.  77  should  be  referenced  so  that  the  public  is  aware  of 
BLM' s  compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act.   This  will 
also  provide  the  public  with  assurance  that  no  endangered 
species  or  habitat  will  be  disturbed  by  the  proposed  Foot- 
hills project.   This  section  should  be  further  clarified  by 
deleting  the  sentence  regarding  the  northern  race  of  the 
bald  eagle  proposed  for  the  endangered  list.   Additionally, 
no  documented  black-footed  ferret  sightings  have  been  made 
in  this  area. 

Page  2-66:  The  first  paragraph  under  Visual  Resources 
should  be  removed  since  it  is  concerned  solely  with  Dillon 
Reservoir. 

Map  2-3  through  Map  2-11:   The  legends  are  confusing  in 
that  the  reader  is  lead  to  believe  that  the  viewing  distance 
is  subtracted  from  the  sensitivity  and  divided  by  the  scenic 
quality.   It  should  be  emphasized  that  in  ccder  to  arrive  at 
the  visual  management  class,  no  mathematical  formula  was 
used.   Only  sensitivity,  viewing  distance  and  scenic  quality 
were  considered.   The  shaded  areas  on  Map  2-11  are  put  in 
upside  down.   Therefore,  the  map  as  it  exists  is  meaning- 
less. 

Page  2-71:   The  pictures  of  the  scenery  on  Page  2-71 
are  both  taken  with  snow  on  the  ground.   The  effect  of  white 


snow  on  "form,  line,  color  and  texture"  should  be  explained 
to  give  these  photographs  any  crediability  in  this  section. 

Page  2-72,  Paragraph  3_:   Tne  last  sentence  in  this 
paragraph  is  deceiving.   It  should  be  amended  to  read, 
"...  low  contrast  values  indicate  that  the  visual  impact 
of  the  proposed  action  will  be  relatively  low  whereas  high 
contrast  values  indicate  that  the  visual  impact  will  be 
relatively  high.   Both  of  these  contrast  values  reFlect  a 
judgment  on  the  part  of  the  person  establishing  the  contrast 
values. " 


Page  2-72, 
linated  because 


The  fourth  paragraph  should  be 
confusing  and  almost  meaningless. 


Page  2-73;   Figure  2-3  is  taken  with  snow  on  the 
ground.   Figure  2-4  is  taken  without  snow  on  the  ground. 
Again,  the  effect  of  snow  should  be  explained  for  these 
pictures  to  have  any  crediability. 


Page  2-74,  Par 


aph  3_:   COMMENT:   The  conclusion  of 
the  paragraph  is  inconsistent  with  BLM's  archaeologist's 
written  statements  to  the  State's  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  thai:  "further  testing  of  the  site  is  unwarranted. " 
Therefore,  the  last  sentence  in  the  third  paragraph  should 
be  eliminated. 

Pa_ge  2-74,  Paragraph  Si   To  be  consistent  with  the 
archaeologist's  written  statement,  the  first  sentence  should 
be  amended  to  read,  ".  -  .  of  this  project  no  longer  warrant 
any  further  archaeological  testing." 

Page  2-75:   Page  2-75  and  2-76  contain  identical  text 
except  the  last  paragraph  which  appears  on  Page  2-76  does 


not  appear  on  Page  2-75.   Page  2-75  should  be  eliminated  or 
blanked  out  to  remedy  the  situation. 

Page  2-80 :   Under  the  section  entitled  RECREATION 
RESOURCES,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  value  of  this  canyon 
for  recreational  activity  is  exaggerated.   In  addition,  no 
mention  is  made  of  the  DWB's  provision  and  maintaining  of 
facilities  which  enhance  the  recreational  opportunities  in 
the  Canyon.  Access,  litter  control,  rest  rooms,  and  water 
have  all  been  voluntarily  provided  by  the  DWB.   As  stated  in 
the  draft  EIS  no  exact  number  of  recreational  visits  is 
available.   No  recreational  management  plan  has  been  pre- 
pared for  this  area  by  any  agency,   without  planning  and 
provision  of  recreational  facilities  or  appurtenances  recre- 
ational use  will  adversely  impact  this  area,  without  the 
facilities  the  DWB  has  heretofore  provided  a  far  greater 
deterioration  of  the  Canyon  would  have  been  realized. 

Page  2-S0,  Paragraph  3_s   The  implication  of  this  para- 
graph is  very  misleading.   There  are  presently  two  major 
water  diversion  structures  in  the  canyon.   Therefore,  it  is 
not  a  "free-flowing  river".  The  vegetation  is  of  "diverse 
types  and  patterns,  but  is  found  in  great  abundance  in  all 
the  other  major  canyons  along  the  Front  Range." 

Page  2-81,  Paragraph  2_:   The  first  sentence  correctly 
states  that,  "The  exact  number  of  recreationalists  visiting 
the  canyon  each  year  is  unknown."  This  should  be  the  only 
reference  to  recreational  visits.   All  other  speculation  can 
be  misleading  and  misused.  An  example  of  the  misuse  of 
estimates  is  provided  by  noting  that  in  this  paragraph,  the 
statement  is  made  "an  estimated  10,000  visits  were  made  at 
the  canyon  .  .  .  . "  This  figure  is  then  used  on  Page  2-102 


as  if  it  was  a  fact.   "The  estimated  10,000  annual  visits 
that  occurred."   This  should,  of  course,  read,  "Ten  thousand 
annual  visits  that  may  have  occurred." 

PaPe  2-81,  Paragraph  5_:   The  first  sentence  should  be 
amended  to  read  "...  and  Cheesman  Reservoir  provides  the 
best  fishing  on  this  section  of  the  South  Platte  River." 
This  will  avoid  the  implication  that  the  fishing  and  water 
in  the  canyon  is  comparable  to  the  fishing  in  the  Decker's 


Page  2-81,  Paragraph  6_:   The  last  sentence  should  be 
amended  to  read,  "The  reservoirs  and  segments  of  the  South 
Platte  separating  them  receives  substantial  recreational  use 
in  form  of  fishing,  picnicing,  camping,  hiking,  tubing  and 
boating. " 

Page  2-84,  Paragraph  1_\      The  word  "ownership"  is 
misspelled. 

Page  2-84,  Paragraph  3:  The  word  "strontia"  is  mis- 
spelled. 

Page  2-85,  Paragraph  2:   At  the  end  of  the  second  full 
paragraph,  the  following  sentence  should  be  added,  "The 
Forest  Supervisor  has  stated  that  the  proposed  project  is 
not  inconsistent  with  the  existing  multiple  use  plan  of  the 
forest  service."   See  our  comments  relative  to  Page  1-61, 
supra. 

Page  2-90,  Paragraph  4_:  The  word  "above"  in  the  next 
to  the  last  line  is  incorrect;  it  should  be  stricken  and 
replaced  with  the  word  "under". 


Page  2-91,  under  the  heading  FUTURE  ENVIRONMENT  WITH- 
OUT TEE  PROPOSED  ACTION t  Testimony  at  the  public  hearing 
indicated  that  one  of  two  alternative  scenarios  will  develop 
in  the  future  under  the  No  Action  Alternative.   One  of  those 
scenarios  is  as  stated  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  other  scenario 
would  accommodate  some  or  most  of  the  future  population 
growth  as  projected  by  DRCOG  in  a  fashion  similar  to  that 
which  developed  in  the  late  1950s  and  early  1960s  as  a 
result  of  so-called  "blue  line."  The  blue  line  was  a  line 
drawn  on  a  metro  area  map  outside  of  which  the  Denver  Water 
Board  did  not  provide  service.  To  accommodate  the  popula- 
tion growth,  special  purpose  districts  and  municipalities 
were  created.   The  oral  testimony  indicated  that  such  events 
might  reoccur.   The  new  population  would  be  accommodated  by 
the  creation  of  new  municipalities  or  special  districts 
outside  of  the  current  urban  area  and  either  other  water 
projects  would  be  financed  in  some  way  Cas  Aurora  and 
Colorado  Springs  financed  the  Homestake  Project)  or  agri- 
cultural water  would  be  condemned  for  use  of  these  new 
political  entities.   It  is  suggested  that  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  statement  reflect  that  such  a  scenario  is  a 
possibility  and  briefly  state  the  impacts  that  would  be 
derived  therefrom. 

Such  impacts  could  include  scenarios  where  great  amounts 
of  agricultural  land  would  be  consumed  by  urban  develop- 
ments.  Another  ramification  could  be  the  increased  amount 
of  vehicle  miles  of  travel  generated  because:   (a)  the 
development  would  be  further  from  the  core  city;  and  (b)  the 
transit  service  would  not  be  economically  available  there- 
fore more  personal  trips  would  be  made  by  the  automobile  .  .  . 
the  increased  use  of  the  automobile  will  of  course  result  in 
an  increase  in  automobile-related  air  pollution.   Also,  men- 
tion should  be  made  that  development  of  separate,  smaller. 


less  efficient  and  less  reliable  water  supply  systems  is 
much  more  capital  intensive  and  as  a  result  is  not  as  wise 
an  expenditure  of  public  funds  as  is  the  proposed  Foothills 
Project.   Supplying  other  utility  services  (electricity, 
telephone,  sewer,  police,  fire,  schools,  libraries,  recrea- 
tion, etc.)  to  such  development  poses  similar  diseconomies. 

Page  2-93,  Paragraph  2 :   Under  the  heading  of  SOCIO- 
ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS,  second  sentence  COMMENT:   This  state- 
ment needs  clarification;  it  should  be  stated  that  as  popu- 
lation within  the  service  area  increases  the  additional  use 
of  treated  water  in  the  winter  months  will  be  responsible 
for  the  total  utilization  of  the  annual  raw  water  supply. 
In  addition  the  nature  of  water-use  restrictions,  the  time 
sequence  in  which  they  would  be  implemented  and  the  nature 
of  the  water  restrictions  should  be  set  forth  to  provide  the 
reader  with  a  greater  understanding. 

Page  2-93:   The  last  paragraph  states  that  the  current 
average  winter  use  rate  is  117  gallons  per  day  per  capita. 
This  figure  is  misleading  not  only  because  of  the  previous 
discussion  concerning  the  utility  of  a  per  capita  figure, 
but  also  becairse.  it  only  represents  the  average  per  capita 
use  rate  for  the  month  of  February.   The  definition  of 
"winter"  should  be  made  more  clear.   The  average  winter  use 
rate  would  obviously  be  higher  since  all  of  the  other  months 
of  the  winter  have  a  higher  per  capita  use  rate  than  Febru- 
ary.  A  conclusion  that  a  population  of  2.2  million  could  be 
served  based  on  this  average  winter  use  rate  is  a  total 
misuse  of  statistical  evaluations.   Therefore,  the  projected 
population  that  could  be  served  is  significantly  lower  than 
2.2  million  if,  in  fact,  per  capita  figures  are  limiting 
factors. 


Page  2-94 ,  Table  2-30 :   The  table  is  confusing  and 
misleading.   See  discussion  on  page  2-5.   COMMENT:   It  is 
our  understanding  that  the  shortages  shown  on  Table  2-30  are 
based  on  a  estimate  of  the  water  system's  ability  to  deliver 
water  at  a  rate  of  520  mgd  compared  to  the  number  of  days 
that  demand  exceeds  this  level  from  the  information  shown  in 
Table  1-5,  page  1-18.   (See  our  comments  on  Table  1-5).   The 
analysis  performed  to  show  these  shortages  does  not  consider 
the  cumulative  effect  of  system  operational  constraints 
described  earlier  {page  2-5)  upon  the  water  system's  ability 
to  deliver  treated  water.   These  conditions  can  lower  the 
system's  effective  capacity,  resulting  in  a  greater  deficien- 
cy than  shown  in  the  shortage  column  of  Table  2-30.   The 
last  column  depicts  an  annual  gallons  per  capita  per  day 
figure.   See  our  earlier  comments  on  the  misleading  use  of 
gcd  values.   The  net  effect  of  not  considering  operational 
constraints  and  displaying  only  gcd  values  is  an  understate- 
ment of  projected  water  shortages  within  the  service  area 
attributable  to  not  having  the  proposed  Foothills  project  on 
line. 

Page  2-95,  First  paragraph:  In  the  last  sentence,  the 
reference  to  Table  2-4  should  be  corrected  in  reference  to 
Table  2-3. 


2-100,  101:   Under  the  heading  CLIMATE  AND  AIR 


QUALITY,  This  Section  should  reference  the  more  up-to-date 
air  quality  data  compiled  by  EPA  as  part  of  the  EPA  Draft 
Denver  Regional  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Waste 
Water  Facilities  and  A  Clean  Water  Program. 

In  addition,  this  Section  should  point  out  that  without 
the  Project,  under  reduced  treated  water  supply  with  the 
attandant  loss  of  horticulture  and  return  to  a  semi-arrid 
landscape,  there  would  have  to  occur  a  marked  increase  in 
air-borne  particulate  matter  and  fugitive  dust.   The  fre- 
quent high  winds  of  the  region  plus  the  lack  of  an  irrigated 
landscape  would  in  all  probability  provide  a  devastating 
increase  in  the  ambient  concentrations  of  the  particulate 
matter.   It  should  be  noted  that  in  the  most  recent  EPA 
calculations  the  particulate  matter  ambient  air  quality 
standards  will  be  the  most  difficult  to  attain  in  the  future. 
Therefore  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  is  the  alternative 
most  compatible  with  attempts  to  attain  the  particulate 
matter  ambient  air  quality  standards.   Related  to  the  loss 
of  horticulture  are  impacts  such  as  loss  of  the  cooling 
effect  provided  by  grass  and  trees  which  would  create  in- 
creased energy  demand  for  air  conditioning  and  the  loss  of 
erosion  control  which  would  result  in  increased  non-point 
i  water  quality  problems. 


Page  2-95 :   Additionally,  the  loss  of  horticultural 
investment  should  be  indicated  in  this  paragraph  by  a  cross- 
reference  to  the  detailed  discussions  elsewhere  in  the  State- 
ment (e.g. ,  page  8-12)  which  demonstrate  that  the  potential 
loss  is  not  adequately  presented  by  describing  the  NO  ACTION 
alternative  as  requiring  "...  adjustment  ...  in  horti- 
cultural irrigation." 


Page  2-102:   Under  the  heading  RECREATION  RESOURCES,  it 
should  be  pointed  out  that  the  DWB  owns  not  only  major 
portions  of  the  canyon,  but  also  both  entrances  to  the 
canyon.   Therefore  Denver  is  responsible  not  only  for  the 
continuation  of  the  present  level  of  recreational  activity 
but  also  for  any  potential  increases  in  recreational  activi- 
ty in  a  safe  and  controlled  environment.   Without  such 
cooperation  the  level  of  recreational  activity  within  the 
canyon  could  have  been  far  less  than  the  current  level. 


Page  2-107:   The  first  sentence  should  be  rewritten  for 
clarification. 

Page  2-108:  Another  paragraph  should  be  added  follow- 
ing the  first  paragraph.  At  this  point  the  statement  should 
reference  the  possibility  of  the  "Leap  Frog  Development 
Scenario"  which  would  alter  metropolitan  land  use  patterns 
and  disrupt  the  existing  planning  of  the  region  as  addressed 
by  Mr.  Donald  DeDecker  in  his  testimony  on  behalf  of  DRCOG 
on  September  15,  1977.   See  also  the  comments  on  page  2-91, 
supra. 


Page  2-113,  Table  2-33:   Under  the  heading,  "Existing 
Environment  ..."  4.d.   This  statement  is  irrelevant  to  the 
issues  at  hand.  No  federal  action  has  been  requested  which 
will  affect  the  salinity  levels  of  the  Colorado  River. 
Therefore,  any  reference  to  salinity  levels  in  the  Colorado 
River  is  confusing  to  the  reader.   This  reference  must  be 
eliminated. 

Page  2-117,  Table  2-33:  Under  the  heading,  "Future 
Environment  .  .  . "  5 .   This  statement  needs  to  be  updated  in 
accordance  with  the  recent  EPA  work. 


Page  2-109,  Table  2-33:   Under  the  "Future  Environ- 
ment. .  ."   Number  2  should  be  stricken.   The  relative 
prioritization  of  industry  vis-a-vis  municipal  use  pertains 
to  the  ability  of  a  municipality  to  condemn  water  for  domestic 
use.   Thereafter,  the  measures  taken  to  mitigate  water 
shortages  lie  within  the  discretion  of  that  governmental 
entity. 

Page  2-111,  Table  2-33:   Under  the  heading  of  existing 
ENVIRONMENT  .  .  .  "e."  is  incorrect.   See  our  comments 
addressed  to  the  Community  Attitudes  Section  which  appears 
on  page  2-10.   This  statement  should  be  corrected  to  read: 
"A  recent  survey  (1977)  indicates  that  area  citizens  prefer 
increasing  water  supply  to  institution  of  water  restrictions 
by  a  margin  of  2  to  1. 


Page  2-11S,  Table  2-33:   Under  the  heading,  "Future 
Environment  .  .  ."1.   This  statement  relative  to  the  Water- 
ton  Canyon  recreation  should  be  revised  to  read  as  follows ; 
"Waterton  Canyon  visitor  pressure  will  depend  on  continued 
access  to  the  Canyon  and  quality  will  depend  on  recreation 
management;  .  .  .  . " 

Page  3-1,  Paragraph  3_:   insert  the  word  "least"  between 
the  word  "at"  and  "75  years."   This  change  is  necessary 
since  the  project  will  be  operational  indefinitely. 

Page  3-1,  Paragraph  4,  second  sentence:   A  phrase 
should  be  added  at  the  end  of  the  second  sentence  as  follows: 
".  .  .  it  is  assumed  that  additional  raw  water  supplies  will 
be  developed  as  needed  to  meet  demand." 


Page  2-111,  Table  2-33:   Under  the  heading,  "Future 
Environment  .  .  ."  8.b.  states,  "cut  back  horticulture  irri- 
gation."  This  is  a  gross  understatement.   A  review  of  the 
statistics  makes  it  clear  that  the  statement  should  be, 
"near  elimination  of  horticultural  irrigation." 


Page  3-2 ,  First  partial  paragraph:   The  second  sentence 
should  be  revised  to  read:   "Chapter  8,  Alternatives,  will 
contain  for  purposes  of  information  a  general  analysis  of 
impacts  related  to  the  development  and  operation  of  various 
facilities  required  to  increase  the  DWB  raw  water  supplies, 
as  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. " 
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Page  3-2,  Paragraph  Numbered  7_:   The  reference  to  Table 
14  should  be  corrected  to  refer  to  Table  1-4 . 

pag<5  3-3,  Under  the  heading  "500  mgd  development"  third 
line  down,  78  should  be  corrected  to  "28  million  kwh  annually. 

Page  3-5:   The  concluding  sentence  of  the  Human  Popula- 
tions section  should  be  amended  to  read  that  the  conclusions 
used  to  support  Assumption  No.  7  include  among  other  things 
the  projection  figures  of  the  Denver  Regional  Council  of 
Governments,  an  analysis  of  population  migration  into  other 
arid  areas  of  the  world  based  upon  other  societal  motives 
(e.g.  Israel,  Arizona),  and  a  first-hand  observation  of  the 
factors  which  have  motivated  people  to  migrate  to  the  Denver 
area  in  recent  years. 

Page  3-5,  Paragraph  1:  The  last  line  thereof  "('Water 
rationing-education  program",  chapter  8)."  is  irrelevant  to 
this  paragraph. 

Page  3-5:  Under  the  heading  "Employment  and  Manpower": 
Does  this  section  contain  correct  estimates?   It  is  suggested 
that  testimony  from  the  public  hearings  be  reviewed  to  make 
sure  of  these  projections.  Testimony  was  received  concern- 
ing multipliers  which  operate  to  multiply  the  effects  of  the 
direct  employment  generated  by  the  proposed  project.   This 
section  should  be  modified  to  reflect  the  effect  of  these 
multipliers,  thereby  enhancing  the  beneficial  effects  of  the 
project. 

Page  3-6,  Paragraph  £:  The  first  sentence  should  be 
clarified  to  read  as  follows:  "Expansion  to  the  500  mgd 
level  will  result  in  an  additional  5131,084,000  being  spent 


by  2001  (this  is  an  escalated  figure  equal  to  554,680,000  in 
1978  dollars),  resulting  in  an  economic  impact  even  smaller 
than  that  of  the  first  increment." 

Page  3-8,  Paragraph  Is  At  the  top  of  the  page  the  total 
cost  of  the  500  mgd  project  is  stated  to  be  5264,623,000. 
The  average  annual  expenditure  for  the  10  year  period  should 
be  corrected  and  should  be  stated  as  $26,462,300,  not 
$2,646,230.   Even  if  this  correction  is  made,  its  signifi- 
cance is  questionable.   5133,539,000  will  be  spent  over  a 
three  year  period,  and  it  is  difficult  to  forecast  exactly 
when  the  additional  treatment  plant  expansions  will  be  made. 
Therefore,  this  first  paragraph  is  of  questionable  utility 
and  probably  should  be  stricken. 

Page  3-8,  Paragraph  3_:   This  paragraph  has  no  signifi- 
cance to  the  Income  section.   Therefore  it  should  be  deleted. 

Page  3-8,  Paragraph  4_,  last  sentence :   This  needs 
reworking  for  clarification.   It  is  suggested  that  the 
sentence  read  as  follows:   "In  addition,  with  the  availa- 
bility of  additional  reliable  raw  water  supplies,  restric- 
tions on  use  will  not  be  necessary  within  the  Denver  Water 
Board'  service  area." 

Page  3-8,  Paragraph  6_:  Since  the  figure  3-1  which  is 
referenced  in  this  paragraph  is  the  subject  of  extensive 
comment  hereinafter,  this  paragraph  will  need  either  re- 
vision or  removal  in  order  to  respond  to  the  comments  here- 
inafter stated. 

Page  3-9,  Table  3-2 :  This  table  needs  revision  in 
order  to  eliminate  the  misinterpretation  that  many  readers 


obtained  and  expressed  at  the  public  hearing.   Since  the 
Denver  Water  Board  is  a  continuing  agency  responsible  for 
delivering  the  service  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  people  it 
serves,  it  is  unrealistic  to  assume  that  raw  water  will  not 
be  developed  as  needed.   Therefore,  this  table  should  at 
least  have  added  to  it  columns  which  represent  projected 
facts  assuming  an  unlimited  raw  water  supply. 

Page  3-10  and  3-11:   Figures  3-1  and  3-2  are  mislead- 
ing. The  graphs  should  be  amended  to  show  the  bar  graphs 
which  indicate  average  percentage  of  raw  water  consumed  per 
month.  Then  it  should  be  indicated  that  the  line  graphs  are 
really  connections  of  the  average  quantities  per  month  and 
the  lines  connecting  the  graphs  average  should  be  shown. 
The  shortfall  of  754  acre  .feet  should  be  shown  as  an  average 
not  necessarily  occurring  at  the  times  indicated  in  the 
graph,   it  should  also  be  emphasized  that  the  estimated 
shortfall  is  due  to  an  assumed  lack  of  raw  water.   Note: 
similar  remarks  made  concerning  Figures  3-1  and  3-2  on  Pages 
3-10  and  3-11  also  apply  to  Figures  8-1  and  8-2  on  Pages  8-7 
and  8-8.   In  addition,  the  shortages  shown  on  these  figures 
are  apparently  based  on  information  from  Table  2-30  whose 
deficiencies  were  commented  on  earlier. 

Page  3-13,  Paragraph  2_:   Under  the  heading  "Colorado 
River  Watershed",  the  second  sentence  should  be  rephrased  to 
provide  additional  clarification  as  follows:   "Although  no 
commitment  to  develop  one  or  more  of  these  potential  sources 
is  to  be  made  on  the  basis  of  this  environmental  statement 
and  no  federal  action  regarding  the  development  of  these 
potential  sources  is  proposed,  discussion  of  several  of 
these  sources  and  their  general  impact  are  presented  in 
Chapter  8  for  general  informational  purposes." 


Page  3-19,  last  paragraph:  A  sentence  should  be  in- 
serted following  the  second  sentence  as  follows:  "Figure 
shows  the  estimated  water  exchange  rate  within  the  reser- 
voir." Attachment  4  hereto  should  be  added  as  a  figure  in 
the  final  statement  to  fully  demonstrate  the  exchange  rate. 

Page  3-22,  under  the  heading  "Aquatic  Resources":   the 
discussion  needs  some  revision.   The  statement  assumes  that 
there  would  be  no  stocking  of  this  reservoir.   This  accounts 
for  the  low  bioraass  of  game  fish.   This  assumption  should  be 
pointed  out.  Another  observation  with  regard  to  the  last 
paragraph  is  that  since  this  entire  area  receives  an  extreme 
amount  of  fishing  pressure  to  the  point  that  it  is  in  essence 
a  "put  and  take"  stream,  the  statement  should  acknowledge 
that  fact  by  referencing  the  language  on  page  2-33  and  2-37. 
Full  disclosure  of  the  degree  of  stocking  which  takes  place 
in  the  subject  area  should  be  made. 

John  Boaze,  the  task  force  member  responsible  for  the 
preparation  of  the  aquatic  resources  section,  testified 
under  oath  on  August  11  that  the  reservoir  would  support 
sport  fish  and  it  would  be  feasible  to  stock  the  reservoir 
and  if  that  were  done  and  access  to  the  reservoir  were 
provided  that  a  higher  poundage  of  sport  fish  could  be  taken 
from  this  1.7  miles  of  stream  than  is  taken  from  this  stretch 
in  its  current  state. 

Page  3-24 ,  last  paragraph:   This  paragraph  which  con- 
cludes at  the  top  of  page  3-25  provides  the  reader  with  the 
wrong  impression.   This  should  be  rewritten  to  make  it  clear 
that  the  effect  of  any  drawdown  in  Dillon  on  the  fish  popu- 
lation is  negligible  as  is  implied  at  the  top  of  page  3-25 
and  as  confirmed  by  Mr,  Boaze  in  his  testimony  on  August  11, 
1977.   Since  this  effect  is  speculative  and  negligible,  this 


paragraph  really  should  be  eliminated  from  the  final  state- 
ment. 

Page  3-33 ,  under  the  heading  "Bighorn  Sheep":   The 
entire  discussion  of  the  effects  on  the  Bighorn  sheep  herd 
of  the  canyon  needs  revision.   In  short,  there  is  no  basis 
on  which  to  conclude  that  the  construction  of  this  project 
will  adversely  affect  and  thus  reduce  the  number  of  the  herd 
currently  in  the  canyon.  This  section  must  be  revised  in 
accordance  with  the  discussion  of  the  Summary  page  and 
Attachments . 

Page  3-34,  under  the  heading- "Endangered  Species":   This 
section  needs  to  be  rewritten  in  accordance  with  the  August  5, 
1977  memorandum  to  the  State  Director,  BLM,  Denver,  Colorado, 
from  the  Regional  Director,  Region  6  of  the  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service,  wherein  it  is  concluded  that  the  proposed  project 
"will  in  no  likelihood  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of 
the  American  peregrine  falcon  or  destroy  or  adversely  modify 
its  critical  habitat."   Further,  Mr.  Robert  Shields,  Area 
Director  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  having 
responsibility  over  this  geographic  area,  testified  that  it 
was  his  conclusion  that  the  project  would  have  no  adverse 
effect  on  the  species;  in  addition,  Mr.  William  White,  the 
individual  in  that  area  office  having  responsibility  for  the 
endangered  species  program  stated  his  concurrence  in  this 
opinion.   Further,  Mr.  Boaze  testified  that  it  was  the 
consensus  of  the  group  that  studied  the  peregrine  falcon 
issue  as  part  of  the  Section  7  consultation  procedure  that 
there  would  be  no  adverse  impact  on  the  falcon  by  this 
proposed  project.   See  Attachments  9A,  B,  C  and  D. 

Page  3-34,  under  the  heading  "Southern  Bald  Eagle":   In 
a  deposition  taken  on  the  15th  day  of  August,  1977,  Mr. 


William  C.  White  stated  that  generally  the  Southern  Bald 
Eagle  inhabited  a  geographic  area  south  of  the  proposed 
project  area  and  further  that  in  the  discussions  which  took 
place  among  experts  and  interested  parties  regarding  the 
endangered  species,  American  Peregrine  Falcon,  no  concern 
was  raised  and  no  discussion  was  had  regarding  the  Southern 
Bald  Eagle.  Therefore,  the  final  statement  should  be 
corrected  in  accordance  with  this  opinion.   See  Attachment 
9E. 

Page  3-34,  under  the  heading  "Golden  Eagle":  Mr.  Boaze 
testified  on  August  11  that  his  research  regarding  the 
distance  of  the  nests  from  the  proposed  construction  activi- 
ty led  him  to  conclude  that  there  would  be  little  impact  and 
therefore  no  special  mitigating  measures  would  be  necessary 
to  protect  the  nesting  golden  eagles. 

Page  3-34,  under  the  heading  "Deer  and  Other  Big  Game" : 
The  second  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  therein  which 
states  "Also,  illegal  killing  of  these  animals  would  take 
place."  is  an  unsubstantiated  assertion. 

Page  3-36,  at  the  end  of  the  section  entitled  "CLIMATE 
AND  AIR  QUALITY"  a  statement  regarding  the  compatibility  of 
the  proposal  with  the  State  Implementation  Plan  should  be 
added.  The  record  reflects  that  under  the  no  action  alter- 
native either  a  drastic  increase  in  windblown  particulate 
matter  will  occur  as  a  result  of  the  loss  of  our  horticul- 
tural investment  and  the  return  to  a  semi-arid  landscape,  or 
"leap  frog"  urban  development  will  take  place  to  accommodate 
the  growth  pressures  which  are  real  and  here.  Neither  of 
those  two  scenarios  are  as  favorably  consistent  with  the 
goal  to  attain  the  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  carbon 
monoxide,  ozone,  and  particulate  matter  than  is  the  Foothills 
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project.   It  is  established  that  there  will  be  an  increase 
in  urban  growth  and  the  only  question  is  how  that  growth 
will  be  accommodated. 

The  end  conclusion  regarding  the  air  pollution  problem 
within  the  metropolitan  area  which  is  related  to  automobiles 
is  that  the  Foothills  project  is  the  best  alternative  and 
that  any  alternative  to  that  project  will  have  worse  effects 
on  the  air  quality  than  will  the  Foothills  project. 

Page  3-41,  last  paragraph:   Since  visual  impacts  are  a 
subjective  quantification,  the  last  paragraph  should  be 
rewritten  to  read  as  follows:   "One  method  of  measuring  a 
visual  impact  of  a  proposal  on  an  area  is  to  measure  the 
proposal's  relative  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape. 
Contrast  would  vary  with  the  specific  elements  of  the  pro- 
posal, the  specific  locations  of  those  elements,  and  the 
existing  landscape  as  described  by  physical  attributes." 

Page  3-42,  Paragraph  1:   This  discussion  should  be 
greatly  expanded  to  include  a  discussion  and  explanation  of 
the  formula  used  to  derive  the  visual  management  classes. 
This  discussion  should  include  a  discussion  of  the  4  class- 
es, and  also  a  discussion  of  the  symbols  used  on  maps  2-8 
through  2-11.   Such  corrections  will  clarify  the  current 
confusing  nature  of  the  paragraph.   Finally,  the  method  for 
arriving  at  the  specific  numbers  listed  in  table  3-12  and  3- 
13  on  pages  3-43  and  3-44  should  be  itemized.   In  that 
regard,  a  detailed  discussion  Of  "sensitivity"  should  also 
occur.   It  should  be  emphasized  that  sensitivity  in  essense 
is  a  function  of  the  number  of  eyes  which  may  see  a  change. 

Page  3-43:  Under  the  column  entitled  "Visual  Manage- 
ment Class  Maximum  Contrast  Limit"  the  number  20  should  be 
substituted  for  the  number  24  which  appears  in  that  column. 


Page  3-44,  Table  3-13:   The  entire  chart  should  have  a 
notation,  a  caveat  if  you  will,  to  the  reader  which  reflects 
the  fact  that  any  attempt  to  categorize  the  anticipated 
visual  impacts  in  the  year  2001  is  highly  speculative  at 
best.   It  is  dependent  upon  an  almost  unlimited  number  of 
variables. 

Page  3-45:   Figures  3-6  and  3-7  are  misleading  and 
confusing.  Figure  3-6  can  easily  give  the  impression  that 
high  flows  in  the  North  Fork  which  are  attributable  to 
Roberts  Tunnel  diversions  are  causing  the  bank  subsidence  as 
pictured.   There  is  no  basis  for  this  conclusion;  therefore, 
it  is  suggested  that  this  figure  be  removed  in  the  final 
statement. 

Figure  3-7  is  also  confusing  because  it  is  so  obscured 
by  the  markings  which  attempt  to  delineate  the  existing 
river  channel  and  flooding  areas.   If  the  abject  is  to 
detect  temporary  flooding  then  actual  pictures  of  such  an 
event  should  be  used  along  with  an  explanation  of  the  cause. 
However,  it  is  suggested  that  figures  3-6,  3-7  and  3-8  be 
omitted  because  of  their  basic  irrelevance  to  this  section. 

Page  3-46;   The  first  full  sentence  at  the  top  of  the 
page  discusses  photographic  variety.   This  sentence  should 
be  deleted  since  photographic  variety  is  not  explained  any- 
where else  in  the  statement. 

Page  3-47 ,  Figure  3-9 :   An  explanation  of  the  effect  of 
the  snow  which  covers  the  physical  characteristics  of  the 
landscape  in  this  picture  should  be  provided. 

Page  3-48,  Paragraph  2:   This  paragraph  is  misleading. 
The  paragraph  attempts  to  explain  that  the  impact  of  the 


Strontia  Springs  Dam  would  generate  a  large  visual  contrast. 
The  last  sentence  in  that  paragraph  must  be  deleted  and 
substituted  with  a  sentence  explaining  that  the  Dam  is  only 
visable  in  the  canyon  for  approximately  two-tenths  of  a 
mile.   Viewing  distances  of  the  dam  crest  road  in  the  stag- 
ing area  should  also  be  mentioned  in  their  respective  sec- 
tions so  that  the  short  distance  that  these  visual  impacts 
have  will  be  put  in  perspective.   Substantial  testimony  at 
the  public  hearing  demonstrates  that  many  received  the  wrong 
impression  after  reading  the  draft  statement.   In  reality,  a 
visitor  to  the  canyon  will  not  perceive  the  structure  for 
much  of  the  length  of  the  canyon. 

Page  3-48,  Paragraph  3_:   This  description  of  the  dam 
crest  road  is  also  misleading.   This  paragraph  in  combina- 
tion with  Figure  3-11  which  appears  on  page  3-50  overesti- 
mates the  visual  impact  of  this  road.   It  is  suggested 
therefore  that  page  3-50  be  corrected  so  that  only  the  arrow 
be  utilized  to  signify  the  point  at  which  the  proposed  dam 
crest  road  traverses  the  mountain  and  a  second  picture  of  a 
similar  road  from  another  location  be  added  so  that  the 
reader  will  have  the  correct  impression. 

Page  3-52,  Figure  3-15 :  This  figure  is  very  deceiving 
in  its  current  form.   For  example,  the  greater  the  distance 
from  the  viewer  the  more  pronounced  the  lines  appear  on  the 
picture.   If  the  impact  of  the  telephone  poles  on  the  canyon 
is,  to  be  accurately  represented,  it  is  suggested  that  actual 
photographs  of  telephone  poles  in  a  similar  setting  be 
provided  along  side  of  a  picture  of  the  canyon  area  without 
the  benefit  of  the  distorting  impact  of  telephone  poles  and 
lines  being  placed  on  the  photograph  with  heavy  black  draw- 
ings. Perhaps  actual  pictures  of  telephone  poles  such  as 
those  found  on  page  2-73  could  be  superimposed  on  a  picture 


of  the  canyon  to  provide  the  vie1 
pression. 


a  more  accurate 


Page  3-53,  under  the  heading  "Power  and  Telephone 
Lines" :   First,  the  impact  of  the  power  and  telephone  lines 
are  greatly  exaggerated.   Secondly,  the  description  is 
misleading.   In  addition  to  electricity  and  telephone  ser- 
vice, these  "lines"  will  provide  communication,  remote 
control,  and  monitoring  services.   See  our  discussion  of 
page  4-1.   It  is  suggested  that  this  heading  be  changed  to 
"Power,  Telephone,  and  Remote  Control  Lines. "   Although 
structure  and  linear  characteristics  would  represent  some 
contrast,  the  contrast  would  not  be  nearly  as  sharp  as  that 
represented  by  Figure  3-15  which  is  incorporated  into  the 
narrative  on  page  3-53.   Additionally,  it  should  be  men- 
tioned that  the  canyon  already  contains  power  pole  fixtures 
from  the  earlier  period  associated  with  the  old  historic 
railroad  grade. 

Page  3-53 :   The  Final  Statement  should  discuss  the  al- 
ternate routes  for  this  utility  line  which  have  been  dis- 
ucssed  with  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  by  the  Public  Service 
Company.   In  all  probability  the  poles  will  not  be  adjacent 
to  the  roadway. 

Page  3-54,  under  the  heading  CULTURAL  RESOURCES:  It  is 
suggested  that  this  section  be  reviewed  so  that  it  is  total- 
ly consistent  with  the  narrative  utilized  in  the  Preliminary 
Case  Report  which  is  currently  undergoing  the  Section  106/2b 
review.  For  example,  on  page  3-55,  paragraph  8  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  at  such  time  as  flows  within  the  Worth  Fork 
reach  a  magnitude  which  necessitates  bank  improvement,  that 
a  Corp  of  Engineer  Section  404  Permit  will  be  required. 
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Pag_e  3-55:   With  regard  to  Paragraph  9,  it  is  suggested 
that  this  paragraph  be  moved  so  that  it  precedes  the  ninth 
paragraph  on  page  3-56  to  enable  the  reader  to  have  a  clear 
understanding.   In  that  regard,  this  narrative  should  point 
out  that  since  the  impacts  on  the  North  Fork  will  occur  at  a 
distant  point  in  time,  they  are  as  a  result  hard  to  quantify 
at  this  point  in  time;  therefore,  the  106/2b  review  relative 
to  the  North  Fork  area  will  accompany  the  future  Corps  of 
Engineers  review  referenced  above. 

Page  3-56:   6th  Paragraph — Site  Number  FH-017.   Pa- 
villions.  The  channel  of  the  North  Fork  of  the  Platte  River 
has  been  channelized  past  this  site;  therefore,  no  future 
damage  due  to  increased  flows  is  anticipated. 

Page  3-56:   The  section  entitled  RECREATION  RESOURCES 
has  a  very  negative  tone.   Despite  their  unnaturalness, 
Chatfield  Reservoir  and  Cherry  Creek  Reservoir  provide  over 
1.5  million  visitor  days  per   year  of  recreation  in  the 
Metro  area.   The  NFSP  even  with  channelization  provides  many 
recreational  days.   Ten  Mile  Creek's  completely  manraade 
channel  is  also  projected  to  provide  large  numbers  of  visi- 
tor days.   It  seems  improper  to  so  negatively  describe  the 
recreational  impacts  associated  with  this  project.   It  is 
suggested  that  this  section  be  revised  in  the  Final  State- 
ment to  provide  more  objective  treatment. 

Page  3-57:   The  reference  to  the  Bighorn  sheep  in  the 
first  full  paragraph  needs  to  be  corrected  in  accordance 
with  the  discussion  of  the  Summary  page  and  Attachments . 
It  is  suggested  that  the  second  sentence  end  after  the  word 
"decreased" . 


Page  3-57,  Paragraph  3.:  The  third  paragraph  should  be 
rewritten  to  exclude  the  erroneous  conclusions  regarding  the 
effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  Bighorn  sheep  in 
accordance  the  discussion  of  the  Summary  page  and  Attachments. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  words  "especially  Bighorn 
sheep  and  eagles  .  .  . "  be  removed  from  the  first  sentence 
and  that  the  last  sentence  be  stricken. 

Page  3-57,  Last  Paragraph :   This  paragraph  assumes  no 
stocking  program  for  sport  fish  would  be  undertaken  and  this 
assumption  must  be  noted.  It  is  suggested  that  this  para- 
graph be  revised  to  reflect  the  statements  of  Mr.  John 
Boaze,  team  member  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
wherein  he  stated  that  the  reservoir  could  be  managed  to 
control  non-game  fish  while  providing  good  sport  fishing 
opportunities.   See  Attachments  na. 

Page  3-58,  Paragraph  .1 :   The  first  sentence  should  be 
corrected  to  reflect  that  only  a  portion  of  the  canyon  would 
be  utilized  by  the  reservoir  and  from  the  remainder  of  the 
canyon  the  dam  could  not  be  viewed. 

Page  3-63 ,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd, " 
paragraph  numbered  1:   Between  the  word  "for"  and  the  figure 
"75"  the  words  "at  least"  should  be  inserted. 

Page  3-63,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  500  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  4. a.:   The  word  "conservation"  should  be  re- 
placed by  the  word  "restrictions". 

Page  3-65:  The  "b."  subparagraph  under  the  "Water 
Resources"  Environmental  Element  should  be  stricken  since 
under  subparagraph  "a."  it  is  noted  that  the  impacts  of  the 


500  mgd  are  presented  in  Chapter  8.   In  addition,  this 
reference  to  salinity  is  not  only  irrelevant  but  also  con- 
fusing to  the  reader. 

Page  3-65,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  3:   A  phrase  should  be  added  at  the  end  of 
this  sentence  as  follows:   "...  unless  a  stocking  program 
is  initiated." 

Page  3-68,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  2. a. :   The  reference  to  the  Bighorn  sheep 
should  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  discussion  of  the 
Summary  page.   It  is  suggested  that  this  subparagraph  be 
stricken. 

Page  3-68,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  2.b.:   This  reference  to  impact  on  endangered 
species  needs  to  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  new 
information  available,  referenced  hereinabove.   It  is  sug- 
gested that  this  paragraph  read  as  follows: 

"Peregrine  falcon.   No  adverse  impact  on  this 
species  is  expected." 

Page  3-68,  under  the  heading  "impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  2.Q. t  This  paragraph  overestimates  the  nega- 
tive impacts.  The  statement  regarding  the  golden  eagle 
eyrie  is  not  substantiated  in  the  text.  Conjecture  in  the 
text  is  transformed  to  absolute  statements  in  this  table. 
In  addition,  the  word  "birds"  is  misspelled.   It  is  sug- 
gested that  this  paragraph  be  rewritten  to  read  as  follows: 

"It  is  possible  that  the  construction  may  have 
some  effect  on  one  golden  eagle  eyrie.   Deer, 
mountain  lion,  and  bear  may  be  disturbed  and 
may  possibly  leave  the  canyon  during  the  con- 
struction period.  Raptors  and  other  birds  may 
be  harmed  by  the  possibility  of  their  flying 
into  the  power  lines." 


Page  3-69,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  and 
under  the  heading  "Impact  of  500  mgd":   New  numbered  para- 
graphs —  3.  —  should  be  added  under  the  "Environmental 
Element"  of  "Climate  and  Air  Quality"  which  state  as  follows: 

"The  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  EPA  approved 
State  Implementation  Plan." 

Page  3-70,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  6:  The  impact  from  power  and  telephone  lines 
is  overstated.  It  is  suggested  that  the  impact  be  rephrased 
as  follows: 

Power  and  Telephone  Lines: 

"noticeable  linear  impacts." 

Page  3-70,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  under 
the  "Environmental  Element"  of  "Archaeological  Resources": 
This  impact  is  overstated.   It  is  suggested  that  this  para- 
graph be  rewritten  to  coincide  more  with  the  text.   Prefer- 
ably, this  table  could  reference  the  section  in  which  this 
is  discussed. 

Page  3-71,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graphs numbered  1  and  3:   These  paragraphs  need  to  be  cor- 
rected, especially  as  they  relate  to  Bighorn  sheep.   It  is 
suggested  that  they  be  rewritten  as  follows: 

"1.  Vegetation  removal  would  affect  wildlife. 

3.   Construction  noise  and  activity  could 
drive  animals  away." 

Page  3-71,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  6:  This  assertion  assumes  that  the  reservoir 
will  not  be  managed  for  fishing  and  that  it  will  not  be 
stocked.   It  is  suggested  that  it  be  rephrased  as  follows: 

"Management  of  the  reservoir  will  determine 
its  fishing  quality." 

Page  3-71,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  7:  There  is  no  substantiation  in  the  text 
for  inferring  that  recreation  attendant  to  reservoirs  has 


more  littering  than  that  attendant  to  rushing  streams.   It 

is  suggested  that  this  be  rephrased  as  follows: 

"Recreation  would  change  from  a  stream 
to  a  reservoir  within  a  section  of  the 
canyon." 

Page  3-71,  under  the  heading  "Impact  of  125  mgd,"  para- 
graph numbered  8:   The  first  sentence  is  a  subjective  obser- 
vation and  should  be  corrected.   It  is  suggested  that  it  be 
changed  as  follows: 

"Access  road  could  decrease  wildlife  habitat  and 
will  change  the  aesthetic  appearance." 

Page  4-1,  Mitigating  Measures :  As  stated  at  the  public 
hearing  by  Mr,  Brannan,  President  of  the  Board  of  Wa,ter  Com- 
missioners (DWB) ,  the  DWB  is  totally  committed  to  building 
an  environmentally  sound  and  compatible  project  and  will,  on 
its  own  motion,  adopt  all  reasonable  mitigating  measures 
that  will  help  in  obtaining  that  goal.   It  should  be  pointed 
out,  however,  that  the  BLM,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and 
Corps  of  Engineers  have  questionable  legal  authority  to 
impose  so-called  mitigating  measures  which  relate  to  the 
treatment  plant  complex,  that  work  which  will  occur  on  non- 
federal lands  and  that  work  which  does  not  involve  the 
jurisdiction  of  section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act. 

The  twenty  listed  mitigating  measures  fall  into  four 
basic  categories. 

The  first  category  involves  those  areas  of  environmen- 
tal concern  which  are  readily  recognizable  and  are  those  to 
which  the  DWB  also  has  a  concern  for  assuring  the  utiliza- 
tion of  best  management  practices  and  adequate  reclamation 
and  restoration.   Mitigating  measures  numbered  1,  2,  3,  4, 
5,  6,  9,  10,  13,  14,  15  and  16  fall  within  this  category. 
Although  the  DWB,  as  the  applicant,  and  the  various  govern- 
mental agencies  may  not  at  this  time  be  in  complete  accord 


with  regard  to  specific  mutually-agreeable  language,  it 
certainly  can  be  said  that  these  are  areas  upon  which  the 
DWB  hopes  agreement  can  be  reached. 

Secondly,  mitigating  measures  numbered  11  and  12  relate 
to  compliance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
and,  since  there  is  underway  a  Section  106/2b  procedure,  our 
comments  will  be  reserved  for  input  within  that  context. 

The  third  group  concerns  the  power  and  telephone  lines, 
these  mitigating  measures  are  numbered  17,  18,  19  and  20. 
Our  position  with  regard  to  those  four  mitigating  measures 
as  set  forth  within  this  section  are  similar  if  not  identi- 
cal to  the  position  taken  with  regard  to  the  first  group  of 
mitigating  measures  mentioned  hereinabove.   The  reason  for 
separating  these  from  that  first  category  relates  to  our 
knowledge  of  the  apparent  ongoing  policy  of  the  Supervisor 
of  the  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National  Forest,  which  is  to  re- 
quire the  burial  of  telephone  lines  and  electric  trans- 
mission lines  which  carry  under  32kv.   This  issue  is  pre- 
sented as  a  minor  alternative  in  Chapter  B,  (see  page  3-28). 
It  is  suggested  that  this  issue  be  identified  as  a  possible 
mitigating  measure  because  of  this  U.  S.  Forest  Service  Poli- 
cy.  The  final  statement  must  then  discuss  this  proposal  in 
greater  detail  to  emphasis  how  absurd  such  a  proposal  is  by 
pointing  out  the  outlandish  costs  involved  in  burying  those 
lines  as  against  the  relatively  insignificant  costs  of 
stringing  them  on  environmentally  compatible  poles,  as 
suggested  in  the  current  mitigating  measures  section. 

The  final  statement  must  document  that  placing  power 
and  telephone  lines  underground  raises  a  number  of  practical 
concerns.   The  Strontia  Springs  Dam,  due  to  its  remote 
location  and  required  operational  patterns,  must  be  con- 
trolled remotely.   The  control  and  monitoring  circuits 
involve  reservoir  elevation,  outlet  valves,  dam  water  eleva- 
tion, standby  power,  river  flow,  and  security.   This  dam 


will  serve  as  the  control  point  for  a  majority  of  the  water 
serving  the  whole  Denver  service  area.   The  above  control 
and  monitoring  functions  are  critical  to  operation.   Cost 
and  maintainability  must  be  considered  where  the  power, 
communication,  and  control  lines  are  addressed. 

It  will  be  impossible  to  bury  the  instrumentation  cable 
in  the  same  trench  with  the  power  cable.  Mountain  Bell  has 
established  a  maximum  power  load  of  8.6  amperes  in  relation 
to  inductive  noise  interference.   See  Attachment  10.    The 
length  of  the  line  and  power  loads  of  300  amperes  at  the  dam 
and  construction  loads  which  are  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
permitted  make  it  impossible  to  put  these  lines  in  the  same 
trench.   This  will  necessitate  the  excavation  of  2  separate 
trenches,  proper  bedding  laid  down,  conductors  placed,  and 
then  careful  backfilling  and  compaction. 

Because  of  the  priority  of  the  instrumentation  and 
control  circuits  it  is  imperative  that  they  be  accessable 
and  easily  maintained.   It  has  been  the  Water  Department's 
experience  that  this  is  not  the  case  with  the  conventional 
buried  telephone  cable.   If  trouble  should  develop,  it  is 
difficult  to  repair  the  line  rapidly  because  excavation  is 
required.  Due  to  the  remote  location  and  the  terrain  in- 
volved, this  would  be  most  difficult.   It  should  also  be 
pointed  out  that  the  exact  location  of  a  fault  in  a  buried 
cable  is  sometimes  difficult  to  pinpoint. 

The  cost  difference  between  overhead  and  underground 
installation  is  significant.   The  Public  Service  company 
estimated  the  following  costs: 

UNDERGROUND : 

1.  Excavation,  ducts,  splicing  boxes, 
trenches,  backfill,  manholes      $417,978 

2.  installation  costs  $  74,512 

3 .  Temporary  equipment  and 

installation  $  16,074 

$508,564 


ABOVE  GROUND: 

1.    Poles,  installation  and  materials  $107,091 

Mountain  Bell's  initial  lump  sum  cost  estimate  for  furnish- 
ing and  burying  underground  armored  cable  is  $153,000.   How- 
ever, this  does  not  take  into  account  extensive  excavation 
in  rock.   Based  on  knowledge  of  the  terrain  and  current 
excavation  costs,  we  believe  that  a  30%  ($50,000)  contin- 
gency must  be  added  for  a  total  of  $203,000.   If  all  lines 
are  above  ground,  this  effectively  eliminates  this  extra 
cost. 

The  total  cost  ratio  for  placing  all  lines  underground 
as  compared  to  above  ground  is  approximately  7  to  1  ...  very 
significant. 

The  fourth  category  of  mitigating  measures  are  so  out- 
rageously unreasonable  in  the  form  in  which  they  are  presen- 
ted that  it  requires  special  identification  and  attention. 

Mitigating  measure  No.  7  on  page  4-3  indicates  that  the 
BLM  plans  to  require  Denver  to  bypass  certain  flows  of  water 
at  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam  Site.  The  stated  reason  for 
this  requirement  appears  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  compensat- 
ting  for  the  conversion  of  1.7  miles  of  free-flowing  stream 
to  reservoir  use. 

Nothing  appears  in  the  Draft  Statement  to  explain 
whether  the  Strontia  Springs  stream  flow  bypass  stipulations 
agreed  upon  by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  Denver  in  1967  (Attachment  11A)  have  become  obsolete  by 
reason  of  any  changes  in  the  natural  conditions  on  the 
stream.   Since  there  is  no  difference  in  those  conditions, 
the  original  fishery  stipulations  are  still  valid. 

Neither  does  it  appear  why  the  "mitigating  measure"  de- 
scribed in  the  Draft  Statement  varies  from  the  version 
recommended  made  by  U.S.  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in 
1977.  That  recommendation,  made  by  Mr.  John  Boaze,  the  team 
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member  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  had  included 
a  limitation  that  the  amount  of  water  to  be  bypassed  would 
be  limited  by  the  rate  of  flow  set  forth  or  the  "natural 
inflow,  which  ever  was  less".   The  "natural  inflow"  language 
which  had  been  an  essential  element  of  the  1967  stipula- 
tions, had  been  stricken  by  the  team  leader  because  the 
hydrologist  on  the  team  had  indicated  it  would  be  impossible 
to  determine  what  the  natural  stream  flow  would  be  (See 
Boaze  deposition.  Attachment  11B,  pps.  83,  86). 

Such  an  action  is  arbitrary  and  capricious.   It  ignores 
the  existence  o£  the  South  Platte  stream  guage  located  on 
the  South  Platte  River  a  short  distance  upstream  from  the 
Strontia  Springs  Dam  site.   There  is  relatively  little 
native  tributary  inflow  to  the  river  between  those  points  so 
that  the  measured  flow  occurring  at  the  South  Platte  Station 
is  essentially  the  inflow  at  Strontia  Springs.   Moreover, 
the  portion  of  that  measured  flow  which  occurs  naturally  can 
easily  be  derived  by  subtracting  from  the  amount  measured, 
the  amounts  of  the  various  flows  which  are  attributable  to 
upstream  reservoir  releases  or  transmountain  and  nontribu- 
tary  deliveries  into  the  stream  system.   That  simple  arith- 
metic procedure,  coupled  with  an  equally  simple  bookkeeping 
technique  are  used  on  a  daily  basis  by  the  State  Engineer  in 
the  administration  of  the  flow  of  the  South  Platte  River. 
The  final  statement  should  recognize  these  facts  and  restore 
the  natural  flow  concept  in  the  treatment  and  description  of 
fish  flow  bypass  stipulations. 

Another  display  of  an  arbitrary  and  unreasonable  change 
from  the  1967  bypass  Stipulations  is  the  requirement  that 
the  flow  of  water  to  be  bypassed  be  measured,  not  at  the 
Strontia  Springs  Dam,  but  at  the  Waterton  gauge,  some  6 
miles  downstream  from  the  dam.  How  outrageously  unreasonable 


such  a  requirement  would  be  becomes  obvious  when  it  is 
understood  that  its  imposition  would  force  Denver  to  forego 
the  diversion  of  as  much  as  9700  acre  feet  of  water  per  year 
on  some  of  the  most  senior  Platte  River  water  rights  it 
owns.   9700  acre  feet  of  water  can  supply  49,000  people  with 
municipal  water  service  and  is  worth,  at  present  market 
value,  fourteen  and  one-half  million  dollars. 

By  extrapolation  from  correct  fish  population  estimates 
found  in  the  1974  Environmental  Assessment  but  erroneously 
reported  at  page  2-39  of  the  Draft,  it  would  appear  that 
8.86  acres  of  free  flowing  stream  would  be  inundated  by  the 
creation  of  the  1.7  mile  long  reservoir.   That  portion  of 
the  stream  was  estimated  in  1974  to  have  the  equivalent  of 
64  pounds  of  fish  per  acre,  resulting  in  a  total  of  567.04 
pounds  of  fish  in  the  1.7  mile  stretch  of  river.   To  illus- 
trate how  absurdly  unreasonable  the  imposition  o£  this 
"mitigating  measure"  upon  the  people  of  the  City  of  Denver 
would  be  one  might  measure  the  number  of  pounds  of  fish 
presumably  lost  by  the  inundation  of  1.7  miles  of  reservoir 
by  the  value  to  the  people  of  the  city  of  Denver  of  the 
water  rights  lost  to  maintain  the  required  bypass.   The 
result  reveals  that  the  people  of  Denver  would  be  buying  the 
equivalent  of  567.04  pounds  of  fish  for  514,500,000  which 
works  out  at  a  $25,571.39  per  pound.   This  illustration 
merely  emphasizes   how  unthinkably  impossible  it  would  be 
for  the  lawfully  appointed  representatives  of  the  people  of 
Denver  to  accept  such  an  unreasonable  condition  On  the 
operation  of  the  Foothills  Project,  particularly  when  there 
is  no  evidence  in  the  Draft  Statement  nor  in  the  statements 
of  those  who  worked  on  this  section,  to  indicate  that  there 
is  any  justification  to  change  from  the  stipulation  agreed 
upon  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  1967. 


the  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  may  not 
lawfully  waste  such  vast  quantities  of  water  which  were 
appropriated  for  use  by  people  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan 
Area;  its  powers  are  limited  by  Charter  and  serious  doubt 
exists  as  to  whether  it  may  lawfully  agree  to  accept  the 
imposition  Of  such  a  restrictive  and  wasteful  "mitigating 
measure"  as  is  proposed.   (Attachment  lie) . 

Denver  is  not  proscribed  by  those  legal  inhibitions 
however,  from  accepting  reasonable  stream  flow  bypass  con- 
ditions along  the  lines  of  the  already  agreed  upon  1967 
Stipulation.   Attachment    hereto  is  a  proposed  clarifying 
revision  of  the  1967  Stipulation  which  is  designed  to  fit 
the  concept  of  winter  and  summer  flow  protection  suggested 
in  the  current  draft  statement.   Such  an  approach,  it  is 
believed,  could  lawfully  be  accepted  by  the  Denver  Board  of 
Water  Commissioners,  not  in  mitigation  for  the  loss  of  1.7 
miles  of  free  flowing  stream  but  in  the  preservation  of 
existing  fishery  values  in  the  canyon  area. 

In  fact,  the  need  to  mitigate  a  loss  would  be  totally 
obviated  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  undertaking  an  appropriate 
program  for  the  stocking  of  the  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir 
with  predator  fish  (Brown  Trout)  which  could  serve  the  dual 
purpose  of  controlling  an  increase  in  the  non-sport  fish 
population  thought  to  be  a  natural  result  of  converting  a 
free  flowing  stream  to  a  reservoir  while  at  the  same  time 
providing  good,  catchable  sport  fish.  But  apparently  such  a 
stocking  program  was  not  thought  to  be  desirable  by  either 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  Colorado  Division 
of  Wildlife.   It  is  inconceivable  that  Denver  should  be 
required  to  lose  514,500,000  through  the  waste  of  water 
appropriated  for  people  to  use  when  the  other  public  agencies 


having  appropriate  responsibility  over  fisheries  and  who 
have  an  active  stocking  program  in  river  upstream  of  the 
canyon  fail  and  neglect  to  perform  their  public  duty  in  the 
management  of  a  resource  Denver  would  create  by  the  con- 
struction of  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam.  That  such  a  fish 
stocking  and  management  program  would  be  effective,  is  also 
demonstrated  by  the  comments  of  Mr.  John  Boaze  in  his  depo- 
sition (Attachment  11B,  pps.  46  -  53). 

But  the  authors  of  the  draft  statement  are  not  content 
with  the  use  of  $14,500,000  worth  of  Denver's  water  to 
compensate  for  the  loss  of  a  fishery  estimated  to  weigh  567 
pounds;  the  statement  goes  on  in  paragraph  number  9  on  page 
4-3  to  require  that  additional  compensation  be  provided  in 
the  matter  of  developing  stream  improvements  in  a  section  of 
a  stream  which  has  been  described  in  the  Draft  Statement  as 
being  a  poor  fishery  to  start  with.   No  estimate  of  the  cost 
of  the  proposed  stream  improvement  program  was  made  nor  was 
there  even  a  determination  as  to  whether  such  a  program 
would  be  feasible  in  view  of  the  high  flows  of  water  which 
can  normally  be  expected  to  be  encountered  in  the  stretch  of 
the  stream  for  which  the  program  appears  designed.   The 
spillway  capacity  for  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam  is  designed 
to  accommodate  a  flood  flow  of  90,000  cubic  feet  per  second, 
while  the  outlet  facilities  are  designed  to  pass  a  flow  of 
4,000  cubic  feet  per  second.   Competent  engineering  evalua- 
tion of  the  effect  of  flows  in  the  range  from  3,000-4,000 
cubic  feet  per  second  on  the  proposed  stream  improvement 
structures  reveals  that  very  few  if  any  of  them  can  reason- 
ably be  expected  to  withstand  such  flows  and  maintain  their 
structural  integrity;  any  great  flow  could  be  expected  to 
assure  their  destruction.   See  also  statement  of  C.  N.  Feast 
(Attachment  11B) . 

The  Final  Statement  should  take  these  matters  into 
account  and  not  propose  to  impose  a  recurring  obligation  on 
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Denver  to  construct  and  reconstruct  structures  which  are 
certain  to  be  destroyed  by  natural  flows  when  the  purpose  of 
such  structures  is  to  improve  a  poor  fishery  which  would  not 
be  made  worse  by  the  operation  of  the  project. 

Page  5-1,  Paragraph  3_:  The  first  sentence  should  be 
revised  and  expanded  in  accordance  with  oral  testimony  at 
the  public  hearing  which  correctly  pointed  out  that  the 
nature  of  construction  work  is  that  once  a  particular  pro- 
ject is  completed  or  a  particular  worker's  segment  of  a  pro- 
ject is  completed  that  worker  thorugh  the  construction 
worker  hiring  process  moves  to  another  project.   Therefore, 
it  is  not  correct  to  cite  the  layoff  of  460  construction 
workers  at  the  end  of  the  project  as  an  unavoidable  adverse 
impact . 

Page  5-2,  WATER  RESOURCES :   References  to  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  need  to  be  revised.  The  first  paragraph  in  the 
"Water  Qualty"  Section,  the  first  sentence  correctly  points 
out  that  these  diversions  will  occur,  notwithstanding  the 
Foothills  Project.   Therefore,  it  is  incorrect  to  cite  the 
incareses  in  salinity,  etc.  in  the  Chapter  5  because  it  in- 
fers that  effects  on  the  Colorado  River  Basin  which  cannot 
be  avoided  are  real ted  to  the  Foothills  Project. 


in  the  Canyon  "would  significantly  affect  terrestrial  habi- 
tats, sediment  yields,  and  water  quality." 

Page  5-5,  Paragraph  4_  which  continues  on  page  5-7 
should  be  revised  to  reflect  that  the  25-acre  loss  of  ri- 
parian habitat  referred  to  in  this  paragraph  may  be  exces- 
sive and  if  it  does  occur  in  that  magnitude,  it  would  occur 
over  many,  many  years.   Therefore,  the  establishment  of 
riparian  habitat  around  the  shoreline  of  the  reservoir 
would,  over  these  same  years,  actually  amount  to  a  net 
increase  in  riparian  habitat. 

pa9,g  5-7,  first  full  paragraph,  [paragraph  1)  :   Specu- 
lation and  possibilities  of  impacts  described  elsewhere  in 
the  texts  are  transformed  into  certainties  in  Chapter  5. 
For  exmaple,  it  has  not  been  established  that  there  will  be 
illegal  killings  of  wildlife.   It  would  be  more  correct  to 
replace  the  first  sentence  with  the  following:   "Adverse 
impacts  on  wildlife  species  in  the  project  area  will  vary." 

Page  5-7,  Paragraph  2:   This  paragraph  regarding  the 
adverse  impacts  on  the  Bighorn  sheep  population  must  be 
revised  in  accordance  with  our  discussion  of  the  Summary 
page. 


Page  5-5,  Paragraph  3_:   The  conclusion  of  this  para- 
graph is  an  overestimate  of  the  adverse  effect.   Of  the  108 
acres  of  vegetation  that  will  be  permanently  lost,  95  of  the 
acres  would  be  under  water  in  the  reservoir  take  zone. 
Since  the  reservoir  is  projected  to  be  of  high  quality  and 
since  there  will  be  a  significant  reduction  in  the  sediment 
load  of  the  water  passing  through  the  dam,  it  seem  to  be  a 
drastic  overstatement  to  state  that  the  additional  13  acres 
of  vegetation  permanently  lost  out  of  the  thousands  of  acres 


Page  5-7,  Paragraph  3:   This  paragraph  should  be 
stricken.   Such  impact  on  the  North  Fork  is  not  quantifying 
and  is  not  part  of  this  process,  rather  it  relates  to  future 
Corps  of  Engineers  actions.   Secondly,  with  regard  to  any 
impact  on  the  American  peregrine  falcon,  there  is  no  adverse 
impact.   See  our  discussion  of  page  3-34. 

pa9e  £z2*  Paragraph  4:   We  suggest  that  this  paragraph 
be  combined  with  paragraph  1. 


Page  5-9:  At  the  beginning  of  the  section  outlined 
"VISUAL  RESOURCES:  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  documenta- 
tion or  quantification  of  visual  impact  is  subjective  and  is 
a  function  of  distance  from  the  impact  and  the  object.   The 
significance  of  impact  as  a  function  of  distance  applies  to 
all  such  visual  impacts  and  makes  them  impossible  to  quanti- 
fy in  other  than  general  subjective  terms.   See  our  discus- 
sion of  paragraph  2,  page  5-10. 


gage  5-12,  Paragraph  2:   The  reference  to  Table  5-4  is 
incorrect  since  the  staging  area  is  not  treated  in  Table  5-4. 

Page  5-12,  Paragraph  3:   It  is  suggested  that  the  head- 
ing of  this  paragraph  and  its  contents  be  revised  according 
to  our  discission  of  page  3-53.   In  addition,  Table  5-5  is 
incorrectly  referenced  in  this  paragraph  since  this  subject 
matter  is  not  treated  in  that  table. 


Page  5-9:   The  last  partial  paragraph  which  concludes 
on  page  5-10  and  the  first  full  paragraph  on  page  5-10 
should  be  eliminated  from  the  text  because  it  is  stated 
elsewhere  that  the  draw  down  of  Dillon  can  occur  notwith- 
standing the  proposed  Foothills  Project.   Its  inclusion  in 
Chapter  5  provides  the  confusing  impression  that  it  is  in 
some  way  related  to  the  project. 

Page  5-10:  Under  the  heading  "Strontia  Springs  Dam" 
the  first  paragraph  should  be  rewritten  to  call  attention  to 
the  reader  that  the  Dam  only  becomes  a  dominate  feature  in 
the  Canyon  in  that  portion  of  the  Canyon  in  which  it  is 
visible,  estimated  to  be  approximately  2/10 's  of  one  mile. 
Since  the  Dam  is  visible  from  only  a  portion  of  Waterton 
Canyon,  an  inference  that  it  dominates  the  entirety  of  the 
Canyon  should  be  removed. 

Secondly,  this  sub-section  should  point  out  that  since 
quantification  of  visual  impact  is  subjective,  some  indi- 
viduals obtain  pleasure  by  viewing  the  existence  of  a  dam 
within  a  canyon.  As  a  result,  to  some  members  of  the 
public  the  change  will  be  most  positive. 

Page  5-11:  The  discussion  under  the  heading  "Dam  Crest 
Road" ,  the  discussion  again  overestimates  the  visual  impact. 
See  our  discussion  of  page  3-48. 


Page  5-12,  last  paragraph:   This  paragraph  dramatically 
portrays  the  futility  of  documenting  visual  impacts. 

Page  5-14,  Paragraph  £:  There  is  no  basis  within  the 
text  for  the  statement  that  there  will  be  " .  .  .  extensive 
impact  on  archeological  resources."  This  subsection  should 
be  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  Preliminary  Case  Report 
which  has  been  prepared  in  connection  with  106/2b  procedure. 

Page  5-14,  Paragraph  4_,  fourth  sentence :   The  word 
"south"  should  be  replaced  by  the  word  "north." 

Page  5-16,  under  the  heading  RECREATION:   The  first 
paragraph  needs  revision.  Elsewhere  in  the  text  there  is 
reference  to  the  loss  of  recreational  days  as  a  result  of 
closure  of  a  portion  of  the  canyon  during  the  construction 
period.  Also  pointed  out  in  the  text  is  the  fact  that 
wildlife  will  return  to  the  canyon  following  the  construc- 
tion period.  At  such  time  as  the  canyon  is  once  again 
opened  up  for  recreation  (after  construction) ,  the  wildlife 
will  begin  returning  to  the  canyon.   Therefore,  the  decrease 
in  recreational  experience  addressed  in  this  paragraph,  if 
any  decrease  occurs  at  all,  will  be  slight  and  unquantifi- 
able.  Also,  the  singling  out  of  the  Bighorn  sheep  within 
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this  paragraph  must  be  eliminated.   See  our  discussion  of 
the  Bighorn  sheep  On  the  Summary  page. 

Page  5-16,  last  paragraph :  This  paragraph  has  an 
unstated  assumption  that  those  agencies  responsible  for 
providing  fishing  opportunities  will  not  carry  out  their 
responsibilities  by  stocking  the  reservoir.   This  assumption 
should  be  stated.   Further,  see  our  discussion  of  page  4-1, 
mitigating  measure  7 . 

Page  5-17,  Paragraph  2_:  The  impacts  described  herein 
as  a  result  related  supposedly  with  construction  at  the 
treatment  plant  area  are  grossly  exaggerated.   These  asser- 
tions are  unsubstantiated  and  no  studies  are  cited  which 
could  be  used  to  extrapolate  these  impacts  from  the  construc- 
tion of  the  proposed  project. 

Page  5-17,  Paragraph  3_:   This  paragraph  should  be 
removed  since  it  is  stated  elsewhere  in  the  text  that  the 
drawdown  of  Dillon  reservoir  will  occur  periodically  notwith- 
standing the  Foothills  project.   Placement  of  this  paragraph 
in  Chapter  5  confuses  the  reader  into  imagining  a  false 
connection. 

Page  5-19,  Table  5-6,  SUMMARY  TABLE  OF  ADVERSE  IMPACTS 
WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED:   This  table  is  the  most  biased 
summarization  effort  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement! 
It  dramatically  demonstrates  the  bias  of  either  the  author 
or  the  editor.   Possibilities  are  transformed  into  certain- 
ties, temporary  disturbance  of  land  is  transformed  into 
permanent  loss,  subjective  opinions  are  transformed  into 
fact,  and  inflamatory  adjectives  are  used  to  distort  an 
impact.   The  same  impact  is  listed  in  two  or  three  different 


places  without  any  cross-referencing  so  that  the  reader  is 
not  made  aware  that  the  same  impact  is  being  counted  two  or 
three  times  under  different  headings.   Perhaps  the  most 
blatant  distortions  involve  those  impacts  listed  in  this 
table  which  are  not  adverse  at  all,  or  constitute  only  a 
change  in  form,  or  which  may  be  adverse  from  a  subjective 
point  of  view.  This  kind  of  distortion  must  be  guarded 
against  vigorously  since  many  readers  of  impact  statements 
view  only  the  summary  tables  because  of  the  limited  time 
available  to  them.  Such  a  biased,  slanted  portrayal  of 
facts  leaves  a  distorted  impression.   That  is  why  summary 
tables  must  be  prepared  with  extra  care  and  diligence  to 
assure  their  accuracy  and  objectivity. 

This  table  must  be  rewritten  in  its  entirety.   Even 
though  each  item  needs  revision  in  some  way,  in  the  interest 
of  time  only  the  more  blatant  errors  will  be  mentioned 
hereinafter. 

Page  5-19,  paragraph  number  2.,  "Employment  and  Man- 
power:" This  should  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  our 
comments  regarding  page  5-1. 

Page  5-19,  paragraphs  numbered  l.b.  and  I.e.  are  ex- 
amples of  impacts  which  are  not  necessarily  adverse  but  are 
merely  changes. 

Page  5-19,  paragraph  numbered  2. a.  and  2.b.  under  the 
"Water  Quality"  heading,  should  be  stricken.  See  our  com- 
ments regarding  this  subject  matter  on  page  5-2. 

Page  5-20,  paragraph  numbered  1.,  under  the  "Environ- 
mental Elements  of  Aquatic  Resources,"  "Impacts  at  500  mgd," 


needs  revision-  to  demonstrate  the  time  period  over  which 
this  possible  impact  may  occur.  Use  of  the  word  "destroy" 
is  an  example  of  inflammatory  description  of  a  questionable 
impact. 


Page  5-22,  under  "Terrestrial  Resources,"  paragraphs 
numbered  a.,  b.,  and  c.  should  be  corrected  in  accordance 
with  our  comments  regarding  page  5-7, 


Page  5-21,  under  "Geogology,  Minerals,  and  Topography, 
paragraph  numbered  2.  should  be  changed  as  follows:  The 
number  "6000"  should  be  corrected  to  read  "6002." 

Page  5-21,  under  "Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography," 
paragraphs  numbered  3.  and  4.  are  insignificant  impacts; 
they  should  not  be  in  a  table  of  this  nature. 

Page  5-21,  under  "Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography," 
paragraph  numbered  5.  is  not  stated  as  an  adverse  effect 
elsewhere  in  the  text,  it  will  serve  to  revitalize  down- 
stream fishery  habitat. 

Page  5-21,  under  "Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography," 
paragraph  numbered  6.:  A  use  of  a  resource  can  hardly  be 
termed  adverse.   This  more  properly  belongs  in  Chapter  7, 
IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES. 

Page  5-21,  under  "Terrestrial  Resources,"  paragraph 
numbered  1.  should  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  our 
comments  regarding  page  5-5. 


Page  5-24,  under  "Visual  Resources,"  paragraph  numbered 

4.  is  not  necesarily  an  adverse  impact. 

Page  5-24,  under  "visual  Resources,"  paragraph  numbered 

5.  contains  an  overstatement  of  an  adverse  impact.   See  our 
comments  regarding  page  5-12. 

Page  5-25,  under  "Paleontalogical  Resources,"  in  both 
columns  the  word  "would"  should  be  changed  to  "could." 

Page  5-25,  under  "Recreation,"  paragraph  numbered  3. 
should  be  corrected  to  read:  "The  remains  of  the  railroad 
bed  for  DSP  &  PPR  would  be  lost." 

Page  5-25,  under  "Recreation,"  paragraph  numbered  4. 
describes  an  impact  which  is  not  necessarily  adverse. 

Page  5-25,  under  "Recreation,"  paragraph  numbered  5, 
indicates  an  increase  in  visitors,  therefore  an  increase  in 
recreation,  that  is  a  benefit  not  an  adverse  impact.  Again, 
there  is  no  documentation  regarding  an  increase  in  litter. 


Page  5-21,  under  "Terrestrial  Resources,"  paragraph 
numbered  2.  contains  unsubstantiated  and  biased  language  and 
should  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  our  comments  regard- 
ing page  5-7. 


Page  5-25,  under  "Recreation,"  paragraph  numbered  6., 
the  word  "some"  should  be  inserted  between  the  words  "for" 
and  "recreationists. " 

Page  5-25,  under  "Recreation,"  paragraph  numbered  7.  is 
not  substantiated  in  the  text,  and  should  be  stricken. 


Page  5-25,  under  "Recreation,"  paragraph  numbered  8. 
should  be  stricken.  See  our  discussion  regarding  page  5-17. 

Page  5-26,  under  "Land  Use,"  column  entitled  "Impacts 
at  500  mgd,"  paragraph  numbered  1  describes  an  impact  which 
is  not  necessarily  adverse  but  merely  a  change  of  use. 

Page  5-26,  under  the  column  entitled  "Impacts  at  125 
mgd,"  paragraph  numbered  2,  this  statement  is  incorrect. 
Nine  acres  which  will  be  utilized  by  roads  and  eight  acres 
which  will  be  disturbed  but  will  be  restored  have  been 
combined  into  the  assertion  that  roads  would  occupy  seven- 
teen acres.  Again  a  change  which  is  not  necessarily  ad- 
verse. 

Page  6-2,  Paragraph  1:  The  reference  in  the  sixth  and 
seventh  line  to  the  loss  of  35  head  of  Bighorn  sheep  should 
be  deleted  in  accordance  with  our  discussion  of  the  Summary 


Page  6-2,  Paragraph  2s   The  third  sentence  seems  to 
overestimate  the  relative  rugged  nature  of  the  project  area 
in  light  of  the  fact  that  diversion  dams  exist  and  govern- 
ment vehicles  often  traverse  the  area. 

Page  6-2,  Paragraph  3_:   On  the  third  line,  the  word 
"below"  should  be  replaced  with  the  word  "above". 

Page  6-3,  Paragraph  3_:   In  the  fourth  line,  the  number 
"78"  should  be  replaced  with  the  number  "28"  and  in  the 
eighth  line  the  number  "128.6"  needs  recomputation.  as  the 
result  of  the  aforementioned  typographical  correction. 


Page  7-1,  Last  Paragraph:  The  reference  to  the  loss  of 
35  Bighorn  sheep  needs  to  be  deleted  in  accordance  with  our 
discussion  on  the  Summary  page. 

Page  7-1,  Last  Paragraph:  The  third  sentence  should  be 
deleted  in  accordance  with  our  discussion  of  the  American 
peregrin  falcon  relative  to  page  3-34. 

Page  7-3,  Last  Sentence :  It  is  suggested  that  the 
figure  "$131,084,000"  be  explained  by  inserting  a  paren- 
thetical expression  following  the  figure  as  followst 

"$54,680,000  in  1978  (compounded  with  an 
escalation  factor  of  8%)". 

Page  8-1:   Under  the  heading  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE 
proposed  ACTION,  it  is  pointed  out  that  other  alternatives 
were  considered  and  rejected  because  they  were  not  techni- 
cally feasible  or  they  would  result  in  unacceptable  environ- 
mental impacts.   It  should  be  noted  that  it  is  the  position 
of  the  Denver  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  that  a  reasonable 
selection  of  feasible  alternatives  have  been  addressed  and 
that  suggestions  at  the  public  hearing  that  other  alterna- 
tives need  exploration  are  without  merit  and  should  be  cast 
aside.   In  fact,  the  environmental  statement  especially  with 
regard  to  the  informational  discussion  of  raw  water  alterna- 
tives concepts,  goes  beyond  the  legal  mandates  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act. 

With  regard  to  paragraph  4,  if  the  discussion  of  the 
so-called  raw  water  alternative  concepts  is  to  appear  in  the 
final  statement,  notwithstanding  the  lack  of  a  legal  mandate 
for  it  to  so  appear,  it  is  suggested  that  the  fourth  para- 
graph be  revised  to  read  as  follows: 


"In  addition,  an  analysis  is  presented  on  alternatives 
for  potential  raw  water  sources  as  formulated  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  inclusion  in  this  statement 
for  informational  purposes.   They  are  as  a  result  not 
discussed  elsewhere  in  the  statement.  These  are  not 
part  of  the  proposed  Foothills  project,  they  are  not 
presented  as  proposed  federal  actions,  they  are  not 
eminent  and  have  note  been  submitted  for  any  federal 
approval,  and  this  environmental  impact  statement  will 
not  commit  the  federal  government  to  any  support  for 
any  of  the  enumerated  concepts.   It  was,  however, 
thought  appropriate  that  this  discussion  be  included 
for  informational  purposes,  because  existing  reliable 
developed  water  resources  of  the  DWB  will  be  fully 
utilized  during  the  life  of  the  project." 


Page  B-l:   Major  Alternatives:   The  discussion  under 
the  No  Action  alternative  is  totally  unsatisfactory.   A 
program  designed  to  compel  the  residential  water  user  to 
reduce  his  demand  for  water  service  to  a  point  where  his 
investment  in  landscaping  amenities  has  been  destroyed  is 
seen  by  the  draft  statement  {pages  8-11  through  8-14)  as  an 
inevitable  result  of  the  No  action  Alternative. 

Such  a  program  is  also  seen  by  the  project  opponents  as 
a  panacea  which  would  solve  all  of  the  environmental  and 
social  problems  of  the  Denver  metropolitan  area.  They  argue 
that  such  a  program,  variously  described  as  the  "conserva- 
tion" alternative,  would  make  the  Denver  area  such  an  in- 
tolerably unpleasant  place  in  which  to  live  that  the  current 
rate  of  inmigration  into  the  region  would  be  reduced  to  the 
point  where  additional  filtration  facilities  and  new  raw 
water  supplies  become  unnecessary. 

The  draft  statement  rightly  presupposes  that  such  a 
demand-reducing  program  would  have  no  effect  upon  the  rate 
of  inmigration,  but  fails  to  demonstrate  for  the  benefit  of 
the  decisionmaker  how  totally  ineffective  such  a  device  is 
in  the  control  of  population  growth.   The  BLM  social  scien- 
tist, Dr.  George  Douglas,  who  worked  on  the  socio-economic 
aspects  of  the  draft  statement,  expressed  the  correct  con- 
clusion concerning  the  relationship  between  the  adequacy  of 


water  supply  and  population  growth  from  inmigration  in  a 
recent  deposition  when  he  pointed  out  that  there  is  no 
demonstrable  evidence  to  show  that  lack  of  water  has  had  a 
measurable  influence  on  reducing  inmigration  in  various 
societies  and  cultures;  he  cited  as  outstanding  examples  of 
the  proof  of  this  fact  the  cities  of  Los  Angeles,  Tucson, 
Phoenix  and  the  State  of  Israel.   (See  Attachment  12ft,  a 
portion  of  the  deposition  of  George  Douglas,  August  25, 
1977.)   His  conclusions  are  borne  out  by  the  actual  experi- 
ence of  others  and  should  be  more  clearly  enunciated  in  the 
final  statement  as,  not  just  an  assumption  on  which  the 
final  statement  is  based,  but  a  sound  basic  premise  support- 
ed by  irreputable  scientific  analysis. 

Accordingly  the  final  statement  should  emphasize  the 
validity  of  that  premise  in  describing  how  intolerable  the 
No  Action  Alterative  will  become  in  the  face  of  the  planned, 
orderly  population  growth  the  Foothills  plant  is  designed  to 
serve,  a  growth  which  federal  energy  policies  are  certain  to 
stimulate.   In  that  description,  the  final  statement  should 
take  into  account  and  report  the  very  able  description  by 
Mr.  Herb  Gundel  on  the  horticultural  disaster  which  the  No 
Action  Alternative  would  be  certain  to  cause  if  the  planned 
for  growth  continued  to  be  dependent  on  Denver  for  water 
service  and  Denver  were  denied  the  means  with  which  to  meet 
that  growth.  Mr.  Gundel's  credentials  in  the  field  are 
unmatched  anywhere,  and  his  analysis  of  the  condition  should 
be  given  special  weight.   (See  Attachment  12B  for  description 
of  his  professional  background.)   The  likelihood  of  a 
better  condition  occurring  if  the  growth  were  served  from 
other  sources  is  not  certain  and  should  be  noted. 

At  the  heart  of  the  arguments  favoring  the  compulsory 
demand  reduction  program  as  an  alternative  to  the  project  is 
the  basic  assumption,  not  proven  by  fact,  that  water  use 
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practices  in  the  Denver  metropolitan  area  are  wasteful  and 
that  if  only  they  could  be  corrected,  the  need  for  Foothills 
would  vanish.   Such  arguments  belie  the  fact.   Denver  re- 
quires that  water  not  be  wasted  and  that  water  conservation 
devices  be  used.  The  rules  and  regulations  governing  water 
use  promulgated  by  the  Denver  Water  Board  provide: 

12.01  Beneficial  Use.  Water  shall  be  used 
only  for  beneficial  purposes  and  shall  never  be 
wasted.  Water  for  irrigation  of  lawns  shall  be 
used  only  pursuant  to  regulations  of  the  Water 
Department.   *  *  * 

12.031  Cooling-Industrial,  Heating,  Process- 
ing Systems.   A  water  conservation  device  con- 
forming to  specifications  as  required  by  the 
Engineering  Division  shall  be  installed  on  the 
following  water  facilities  when  using  water  origi- 
nating in  the  water  system: 

a)  All  industrial  heating  processing  facili- 
ties. 

b)  All  evaporative  cooling  or  aircondition- 
ing  facilities  which  allow  unevaporated 
water  to  drain  away. 

c)  All  refrigerated  cooling  or  aircondition- 
ing  facilities  which  have  a  capacity  of 
more  than  five  tons  refrigeration.   *  *  * 

12. 04  Water  Conservation  Devices.   A  water 
conservation  device  is  any  contrivance  whereby  at 
least  90ft  of  the  water  used  for  cooling,  heating 
or  manufacturing  purposes  is  reclaimed  for  reuse 
for  the  same  purpose  and  will  enable  the  water  so 
reclaimed  to  be  likewise  reused  and  further 
reclaimed.   Without  limiting  the  generality  of 
this  definition,  specific  examples  of  such  devices 
include  evaporative  condensers,  spray  condensers, 
cooling  towers  and  spray  ponds. 

Again,  it  is  attempted  to  show  that  the  projected  per 
capita  water  use  on  the  Denver  system  is  excessive  and 
wasteful  by  comparison  with  other  cities'  use.   The  compari- 
sons which  are  made  are  seldom  appropriate.   For  instance, 
the  per  capita  use  of  water  in  Boulder,  a  bedroom  community 
with  essentially  no  industry,  is  no  measure  against  which  to 
compare  such  use  in  Denver  with  its  high  concentration  of 
industrial  and  commercial  users. 

The  draft  statement,  along  with  various  opponents  of 
the  Foothills  project,  makes  the  erroneous  assumption  that 


universal  metering  will,  in  and  of  itself  cause  a  reduction 
in  per  capita  demand.  (See  earlier  comments  on  the  utility 
of  this  value) . 

In  doing  so,  it  also  incorrectly  states  that  54.3%  of 
the  Denver  customers  are  unmetered;  this  information  is 
obsolete.   The  fact  is,  that  as  of  1977  only  42ft  of  the 
Denver  customers  were  unmetered.  The  final  statement  should 
be  corrected  to  show  the  correct  percentage. 

Unmentioned  in  the  draft  statement  is  the  fact  that 
achieving  universal  metering  is  estimated  to  cost  between 
$20  and  $30  million.  The  final  statement  should  show  this 
expense  and  describe  why  it  is  not  now  known  whether  such  a 
program  would  be  truly  cost  effective. 

Indeed  Denver  has  been  studying  the  value  of  universal 

metering  for  over  20  years  with  the  best  consultants  it 

could  find.   Those  studies  were  performed  as  follows: 

1955 — Alvord,  Burdick  and  Howson  Report  on  Future 
Water  Supply,  and  the  Effect  of  Universal  Metering. 

1961 — Johns  Hopkins  University  Study  on  the  Difference 
Between  Metered  and  Flat  Rate  Usage. 

1973 — William  Green — Feasibility  Study,  Benefits 
v.  Cost  of  Universal  Metering. 

1973 — Robert  Carley,  Wastewater  Reuse,  Metering, 
Restrictions — Public  Opinion  Poll. 

1974 — J.  E.  Flack,  A  Report  on  the  Evaluation  of 
Universal  Metering  in  Denver,  Colorado. 

1973 — Samuel  Bryson,  Water  Metering  Experiments 

for  Flat  Rate  Denver  Residences. 

The  Alvord,  Burdick  and  Howson  Report  evaluated  the 
results  of  universal  metering  in  other  cities,  but  concluded 
that  it  could  not  positively  recommend  a  universal  program 
on  a  cost  effective  basis  in  1955.   (Attachment  12C)  Never- 
theless, and  in  response  to  that  firm's  report,  Denver  did 
commence,  in  1957,  to  require  that  all  new  customers  be 
metered  with  a  result  that  as  of  now  the  number  of  those  who 
are  unmetered  has  declined  to  42%  of  the  total. 


The  1973  study  by  Dr.  Ernest  J.  Flack  of  the  University 
of  Colorado  also  concluded  that  "Even  the  most  intensive 
analysis  of  the  available  data,  does  not  permit  us  to  make  a 
recommendation  for  universal  metering.  More  information 
based  on  research  is  needed  before  a  decision,  one  way  or 
the  other,  can  be  made."   (pps.  4  &  5,  Attachment  12D  ) 

Plack  and  Bryson  recommended  the  development  of  a 
carefully  planned,  scientific  study  of  the  water  use  within 
the  Denver  system  in  order  to  determine  with  more  certainty, 
the  actual  extent  of  water  saving  which  would  be  realistic- 
ally possible  in  order  to  find  out  whether  such  a  program 
would  be  cost  effective. 

The  Bryson  study,  a  five-step,  seven-year  program 
expected  to  cost  $332,000  was  initiated  in  1973.   The  first 
two  steps  have  been  completed,  but  the  remaining  three,  the 
most  expensive,  have  not  been  initiated  for  lack  of  funds. 
The  program,  originally  expected  to  be  completed  by  19B0 
will  be  delayed  further  unless  federal  funds  can  be  secured 
for  its  completion.  But  even  before  the  completion  of  such 
a  study  and  that  assuming  the  realization  of  the  most  opti- 
mistic savings  which  might  result  from  a  universal  metering 
program,  the  maximum  day  use  projected  for  the  Denver  water 
system  would  be  still  above  the  treatment  plant  capacity  for 
1977.  The  Denver  Water  Board  urges  the  BLM  to  assist  in  the 
search  for  Federal  funds  to  the  end  that  the  program  can  be 
completed  in  a  reasonable  time  so  that  a  scientific  evalua- 
tion of  a  universal  metering  program  for  Denver  can  become 
the  basis  for  decision-making,  rather  than  the  currently 
emotional  rhetoric  of  the  project  opponents,  none  of  whom 
have  any  expertise  or  experience  in  the  utility  field. 

Until  the  completion  of  that  study  program,  federal 
action  compelling  the  institution  of  a  universal  metering 
program,  even  if  lawful,  which  is  very  doubtful,  would  be 


premature  and  unwarranted.   It  was  for  that  reason,  and 
because  of  legal  constraints  on  Denver's  right  to  issue 
bonds,  that  a  recent,  highly  publicized  federal  loan-grant 
scheme  designed  to  force  metering  was  declined  by  Denver. 
That  scheme,  rather  than  being  a  grant  of  $4  million  as 
reported  in  the  press  would  have  had  the  Economic  Develop- 
ment Administration  of  the  federal  government  purchase 
$3,200,000  worth  of  Denver  water  bonds  and  grant  Denver 
$800,000  upon  condition  that  Denver  use  the  money  for  a 
universal  metering  program. 

The  1973  Bond  Ordinance  under  which  Denver  has  current 
authority  to  issue  water  bonds  specifies  that  the  use  of 
bond  sale  proceeds  be  used  for  the  various  capital  projects; 
the  capital  projects  which  were  presented  for  voters  autho- 
rization at  that  time  did  not  include  a  universal  metering 
program;  as  a  result,  there  is  serious  doubt  as  to  whether 
it  would  have  been  lawful  for  Denver  to  have  attempted  to 
use  its  1973  bonding  authority  in  the  way  suggested  by  the 
federal  agency.  By  accepting  such  a  proposal,  Denver  would 
have  clearly  exposed  itself  to  the  risk  of  a  taxpayer's 
lawsuit.   Furthermore,  its  acceptance  would  have  committed 
Denver  to  the  early  expenditure  of  the  remainder  of  the  20 
to  30  million  dollars  required  for  such  a  program  before  a 
competent,  scientific  study  of  the  value  of  such  a  program 
could  be  completed.   The  BLM  can  rest  assured  that  Denver 
will  not  decline  the  use  of  federal  funds  to  finance  the 
remainder  of  the  Bryson  study  if  such  money  can  be  made 
available  without  unlawful  constraints  attached  to  its  use. 

In  the  absence  of  the  completion  of  the  Bryson  study, 
no  federal  decision  with  respect  to  the  Foothills  Project 
should  be  predicated  upon  the  unsubstantiated  assertion  of 
those  who  have  no  experience  in  water  utility  operations 
that  dramatic  water  savings  will  automatically  result  from 
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the  institution  of  a  universal  metering  program.  Compari- 
sions  with  experiences  in  other  cities  are  not  meaningful 
not  only  because  per  capita  consumption  figures  are  meaning- 
less, but  because  city  systems  vary  infinitely.   For  in- 
stance, the  City  of  Boulder,  Colorado,  with  a  reported  per 
capita  consumption  of  180  gallons  per  capita  per  day,  is 
only  28  gallons  per  capita  per  day  less  than  Denver;  yet 
Boulder,  a  residential  community  has  no  significant  indus- 
trial or  commercial  use  throughout  its  system.  Again, 
Colorado  Springs  is  hailed  as  a  shining  example  of  the 
universely  metered  city;  yet  the  per  capita  water  use  re- 
ported by  a  representative  of  that  City's  water  department 
to  the  Colorado  Water  Congress  in  February  of  1976  for  a 
City  with  minimal  industrial  use,  higher  water  rates  than 
Denver  and  an  ambitious  irrigation  reuse  program  was  still  a 
significantly  higher  244  gallons  per  capita  per  day! 

Thus  the  statement  on  page  8-13  that  "A  major  step 
toward  a  complete  conservation  program  would  be  universal 
metering"  has  no  foundation  in  utility  practice  or  exper- 
ience . 

The  next  statement  that  "A  basic  concept  in  a  universal 
metering  program  is  a  schedule  of  escalating  rates  far 
consumption  beyond  basic  needs,  especially  during  water 
shortage  periods"  is,  in  relation  to  Denver,  both  unproven 
as  an  effective  measure  and  is  a  scheme  whose  implementation 
would  be  unlawful. 

The  premise  upon  which  the  pricing  theory  is  based, 
which  has  yet  to  be  demonstratively  proven  by  any  competent 
study,  is  that  the  demand  for  water  service  is  relatively 
elastic  so  that  a  progressive  or  escalating  price  Structure 
could  be  expected  to  reduce  demand.   Not  only  has  the 
premise  not  been  proven,  but  to  the  contrary  the  two  most 
recent  studies  which  have  tested  it,  have  shown,  if  anything 


that  the  demand  for  water  service  in  various  parts  of  the 
country  is  essentially  inelastic.   In  effect,  those  studies 
contradict  or  modify  the  "popular"  belief  that  effective 
water  conservation  can  be  achieved  through  a  price  mechan- 
ism.  (Those  studies  are  attached  as  Attachment  12E,  Ander- 
son, Raymond  L.,  Price  and  Delivery  of  Water  by  Municipal 
and  Rural-Domestic  Water  Systems,  Northern  Front  Range 
Region  of  Colorado,  February  1974,  and  Attachment  12F,  Williams- 
Kuebeleck  and  Associates,  The  Feasibility  of  Achieving  Water 
Conservation  in  the  State  of  California  through  Water  Pricing, 
January  1977.)   The  first  study  compares  per-capita  consump- 
tions and  price  structures  of  some  of  the  larger-sized 
cities  along  the  northern  front  range  region  of  Colorado, 
north  of  Denver.   The  researcher's  results  indicate  an 
elasticity  of  -.1  to  -.3.  This  would  indicate  that,  were  a 
10  percent  increase  in  price  placed  into  effect,  a  reduction 
from  1  to  3  percent  in  the  use  of  water  could  be  expected, 
which  is  a  low  key  response.   The  researcher  hypothesizes 
that  people  who  move  into  semi-arid  areas,  such  as  this, 
tend  to  bring  with  them  the  values  of  a  humid  environment; 
green  lawns  and  parks  are  part  of  their  expectations. 

The  second  report,  which  was  prepared  for  the  State  of 
California  Department  of  Water  Resources  in  January  of  1977, 
reviewed  a  series  of  major  studies,  and  tested  the  results 
of  those  studies  against  a  series  of  specific  case  studies 
conducted  for  that  purpose.  The  results  of  the  study 
indicate: 

1.  There  is  no  conclusive  evidence  that  price  levels 
are  a  prime  factor  influencing  water  use. 

2.  At  most,  it  is  possible  to  hypothesize  that  the 
price/demand  relationship  for  water  is  negative 
and  relatively  inelastic. 


3.  Even  this  hypothesis  is  subject  to  clarification 
and  qualification  because  any  definable  relation- 
ship is  localized  at  best  and  seems  to  substan- 
tially vary  from  locality  to  locality. 

4.  On  the  basis  of  past  studies  and  data  there  seems 
to  be  little  firm  basis  for  concluding  that  price 
is  or  will  be  an  effective  mechanism  to  achieve 
water  conservation. 

The  latter  report  went  on  to  comment  that,  in  contrast 
to  price,  other  water  conservation  programs  like  water 
rationing,  moral  suasion,  and  public  education  programs, 
have  been  highly  effective  in  reducing  water  consumption. 

But  even  if  the  economic  theoreticians  could  succeed  in 
validating  the  popular  belief,  the  pricing  mechanism  could 
not  lawfully  be  applied  in  Denver  and  to  the  existing  ser- 
vice area  served  by  contract  outside  Denver.   City  Charter 
and  contract  limitations  prohibit  such  a  rate  structure. 
(See  the  legal  opinion  attached  as  Attachment  12G.) 

Finally,  the  socio-economic  impacts  of  universal 
metering  on  the  large  proportion  of  elderly  and  poor,  who 
occupy  the  forty-five  year  old  (average)  unmetered  resi- 
dences is  understandably,  but  completely  ignored  in  the 
Draft  Statement.  Seventy-five  percent  of  the  residences  old 
enough  to  be  on  flat  rates,  i.e.  constructed  before  1957, 
are  appraised  at  values  at  or  below  520,000.   Figures  from 
the  Denver  Planning  Office  indicate  that  there  could  be  as 
many  as  42,000  households,  out  of  a  total  of  89,000  which 
are  unmetered  with  annual  incomes  below  the  58,000  poverty 
level.  The  socio-economic  impact  of  compelling  these  people 
to  meter  their  services  could  be  disasterous  and  the  final 
statement  should  clearly  identify  it. 

In  other  areas,  the  report  suggests  that  building  codes 
should  be  revised  to  compel  the  use  of  water  conserving 


devices  within  the  house.   Denver's  experience  in  the 
general  acceptance  of  its  voluntary  water  conservation 
program  has  pretty  well  proven  that  such  a  compulsory 
program  will  not  be  needed  to  achieve,  good  ongoing  results, 
although  the  total  actual  water  savings  likely  to  result 
from  such  devices  have  not  been  and  are  not  easily  quanti- 
fiable. 

The  Draft  Statement  describes  on  page  8-14,  "The  Use  of 
local  storage"  of  treated  water  instead  of  increasing  fil- 
tration capacity  as  a  conservation  method  that  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  investigated  for  feasibility.   If  the 
statement  refers  to  clear  water  storage  under  the  title  of 
"local  storage"  then  the  statement  is  totally  inaccurate  in 
suggesting  that  use  of  clear  water  storage  has  not  been 
investigated  for  feasibility.   Denver's  nearly  300  million 
gallons  of  active  clear  water  storage  is  a  necessary  part  of 
the  operation  of  its  balanced  water  utility  system;  it  is 
required  to  meet  instantaneous  peak  demands  in  excess  of 
filter  plant  capacity.   It  is  used  to  balance  the  operation 
of  the  system  for  very  short  periods  of  time.   To  misuse 
such  facilities  as  a  substitute  for  peak  day  filtration 
capacity  would  be  contrary  to  acceptable  utility  practice. 
This  is  so  because  the  longer  water  is  retained  in  them,  its 
quality  declines  to  an  unacceptable  level,  requiring  expen- 
sive and  hazardous  retreatment  facilities  to  be  installed  in 
connection  with  them.  The  location  of  rechlorination 
generators  in  residential  neighborhoods  is  extremely  hazar- 
dous. Equally  important,  however,  is  the  fact  that  construc- 
tion of  satisfactory  clear  water  storage  facilities  is  the 
most  expensive  aspect  of  water  utility  plant  development. 
Again,  the  misuse  of  such  facilities  would  also  increase  the 
energy  demand  for  pumping.  Finally,  the  device  would  not 
save  any  water.   The  use  of  swimming  pools  and  cisterns  to 


avoid  construction  of  filter  plant  capacity  would  be  an 
absurd  anachronism  in  the  latter  part  of  the  20th  century; 
such  devices  were  considered  by  the  utility  industry  to  be 
obsolete  at  the  end  of  the  19th  century. 

The  Final  Statement  must  recognize  the  vigorous  regula- 
tory entry  into  the  drinking  water  quality  area  by  the 
Congress.   In  1973  the  Federal  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  was 
enacted  to  guarantee  the  highest  quality  of  potable  water 
for  the  nation  through  enforcement  of  federally  promulgated 
drinking  water  standards.  Where  public  health  is  concerned 
no  "short  cuts"  or  "quick  fixes"  can  be  permitted.   Rather 
than  suggesting  that  the  concept  could  be  used  as  a  water 
conservation  method  which  has  no  proven  feasibility,  the 
final  impact  statement  should  recognize  that  the  concept 
will  not  save  water,  will  only  produce  a  poorer  quality  of 
water  and  that  based  on  standard  utility  principles  the 
concept's  utilization  would  be  unreasonable.   It  would  be 
unthinkable  to  treat  drinking  water  to  meet  the  highest  of 
standards  and  then  let  its  quality  deteriorate  enroute  to 
the  customer  just  to  avoid  the  common  sense  utility  solution 
to  the  problem  of  building  more  filtration  capacity. 

Among  other  suggestions  made  by  opponents  of  the  pro- 
ject who  suggest  unworkable  ideas  in  the  name  of  "conserva- 
tion" is  the  suggestion  that  Denver  develop  a  dual  system  of 
water  supply  by  which  unfiltered  water  can  be  used  for  the 
irrigation  of  landscaped  amenities  within  the  service  area. 
The  final  impact  statement  should  address  this  consideration 
by  recognizing  that  Denver  already  has  maximized  the  use  of 
this  idea.   Denver  has  what  is  in  effect  a  very  useful  and 
effective  raw  water  delivery  system  for  substantial  portions 
of  the  parks  and  golf  courses  within  the  Denver  service  area. 

Those  parks  and  golf  courses  which  can  cake  gravity  de- 
livery of  water  from  irrigation  ditches  are  served  in  this 


way;  in  all,  they  total  more  than  1,200  acres  and  represent 
about  35%  of  the  park  and  golf  course  land  in  Denver. 

Page  B-16:   The  Final  Impact  Statement  should  more 
fully  develop  and  explain  the  Chatfield  alternative's 
extraordinary  deficiencies.   Included  among  those  deficien- 
cies which  should  be  fairly  discussed  and  properly  empha- 
sized are  the  recognition  of  the  unnecessarily  increased 
energy  demands  resulting  from  pumping  and  carbon  reactiva- 
tion which  are  required  for  this  alternative,  together  with 
the  increased  project  costs  of  over  $100,000,000,  a  deterio- 
ration of  the  available  water  supply  and  the  loss  of  the  use 
of  a  newly  developing  recreational  area. 

The  record  of  the  public  hearing  contains  conclusive 
evidence  of  this  alternative's  total  unaoceptability.  The 
Final  Statement  must  reflect  that  fact. 

The  Final  Statement  should  include  the  analysis  of  the 
Chatfield  alternative  prepared  by  the  Colorado  Water  Conser- 
vation Board  under  date  of  April  1,  1977,  a  copy  of  which  is 
submitted  herewith  as  Attachment  13A .   In  analyzing  the 
result  of  that  study,  Mr.  Felix  L.  Sparks,  the  Director  of 
the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board,  the  only  state  agency 
with  statutory  authority  to  speak  for  the  State  of  Colorado 
in  water  matters,  stated  in  his  deposition  of  August  24, 
1977: 

*  *  *  We  consider  that  it  is  a  very  undesirable 
alternative  from  both  an  operational  and  economic 
viewpoint.  As  I  recall,  our  cost  analysis  came  up 
on  a  50-year  amortization  in  excess  of  5100,000,000 
additional  cost  if  pumping  occurred  from  Chatfield 
than  the  proposed  Strontia  Springs  system. 

Another  critical  factor  that  we  can  see  at 
the  outset  was  the  continued  acceleration  of 
energy  costs  and  pumping  from  Chatfield  would 
require  a  considerable  amount  of  energy,  and 
because  of  the  energy  shortage  or  the  critical 
situation  of  that  energy,  we  concluded  that  it 
would  not,  the  State  could  hardly  endorse  a  pro- 
ject which  would  consume  vast  amounts  of  energy 
over  another  project  which  would  consume  virtually 
none. 


See  also  attachment  13B. 

Page  B-20:  The  upstream  dam  alternative  is  not,  in  a 
real  sense,  true  alternative  to  the  Strontia  Springs  site 
for  the  reason  that,  as  noted  in  the  statement,  it  would 
force  the  operation  of  the  filter  plant  to  change  from  the 
planned  base-load  function  to  a  seasonal  peak-load  function 
which,  rather  than  being  limited  to  a  nine-month  period  as 
stated  in  the  statement,  would  be  limited  as  found  by  stud- 
ies of  the  Denver  Water  Department  to  a  season  not  exceeding 
seven  months  on  the  average.  This  would  be  because  of  the 
existence  and  occurrence  of  slush  ice  and  snow  slush  in  the 
winter  time  which  would  create  absolutely  intolerable 
operating  problems  of  the  kind  experienced  by  the  City  of 
Aurora  as  described  in  the  deposition  of  Mr.  David  Lincoln 
of  September  15,  1977,  which  is  attached  as  Attachment  14A. 

Moreover,  during  those  periods  of  the  year  when  the 
plant  would  be  operational  with  such  a  facility,  the  quality 
of  the  water  divertable  would  be  seriously  impaired  as 
recognized  in  the  draft  statement  because  of  the  heavy 
sediment  load  which  would  be  diverted  into  the  system. 
While  the  statement  recognizes  that  this  would  create  addi- 
tional costs  in  the  disposal  of  sludge  at  the  treatment 
plant  site  itself,  the  statement  does  not  adequately  explain 
the  very  serious  problems  which  could  result  from  the  silt- 
ing up  of  the  diversion  tunnels  as  has  occurred  in  the  case 
of  the  City  of  Aurora.  A  graphic  description  of  the  sedimen- 
tation problems  encountered  by  the  City  of  Aurora  may  also 
be  derived  from  an  examination  of  Attachment  14A. 

In  addition,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  use  of 
the  low-dam  alternative  would  not  solve  the  continuing 
operating  problems  the  city  of  Aurora  is  experiencing  be- 
cause the  low-dam  alternative  would  not  provide  an  oppor- 
tunity for  Aurora  to  share  the  use  of  the  diversion  facili- 
ty. 


Finally,  the  statement  should  reflect  more  completely 
the  fact  that  the  choice  of  the  up-stream  dam  alternative 
would  preclude  the  use  of  the  hydroelectric  generators 
contemplated  for  the  plant  with  the  Strontia  Springs  Diver- 
sion Dam  and  would  therefore  result  in  the  filter  plant 
requiring  an  annual  demand  of  about  eight  million  khw  in- 
stead of  being  a  net  supplier.   In  addition,  because  of  the 
necessary  conversion  to  a  peak-load  plant  rather  than  a 
base-load  plant,  the  statement  should  reflect  the  loss  of 
power  savings  which  would  be  expected  with  a  year-around 
base-load  operation  of  the  plant.   That  loss  is  equally 
significant. 

Page  3-26:   The  lower-dam  alternative  shares  the  same 
deficiencies  described  with  respect  to  the  up-stream  alter- 
native with  the  added  extraordinary  deficiency  in  the  form 
of  the  requirement  of  the  placement  of  130,000  more  yards  of 
concrete  than  the  Strontia  Springs  Dam  because  of  the  ne- 
cessity for  changing  the  design  from  a  thin  arch  to  a  gravity- 
type  structure.  The  dam,  as  described  in  the  EIS,  would 
prohibit  Aurora  from  utilizing  their  facilities.  Aurora 
requires  an  elevation  of  5,950  feet  to  operate  their  facili- 
ties as  designed.  The  crest  of  the  low  dam  is  at  elevation 
of  5,929  feet.   The  low  dam  must  have  a  tap  elevation  of 
5,975  feet  which  is  only  54  feet  lower  than  the  proposed 
Strontia  Springs  Dam. 

Accordingly,  the  final  statement  should  more  carefully 
emphasize  the  deficiencies  in  the  low-dam  alternative  in  the 
same  fashion  that  it  does  the  deficiencies  in  the  up-stream 
dam  alternative. 


Page  3-27:   Elevator  To  The 


.  Crest:   Insofar  as  the 


Strontia  Springs  Dam  structure  as  finally  selected  is  of 


double  curvature,  thin  arch  configuration,  an  elevator  con- 
structed as  an  integral  part  of  the  dam  structure  is  no 
longer  possible.  Therefore,  the  construction  of  an  elevator 
or  more  likely  an  inclined  railway  from  the  canyon  floor  to 
the  top  of  the  right  abutment  would  involve  a  structure 
separate  from  the  dam.  The  construction  of  the  separate 
structure  would  require  the  clearing  of  a  lane  approximately 
50  feet  wide  from  the  bottom  of  the  canyon  to  a  point  adja- 
cent to  the  top  of  the  right  abutment.  Additionally,  this 
cleared  lane  would  require  considerable  removal  of  rock  from 
the  canyon  wall  so  that  a  straight  line  grade  could  be 
established  for  the  installation  of  rails  over  which  the 
rail  car  would  travel.   In  order  to  insure  year-round  use- 
ability  of  this  facility,  it  would  be  necessary  to  totally 
enclose  the  railway  and  rail  car  to  protect  them  as  well  as 
the  haul  cable  and  drive  mechanism  from  icing  that  will 
occur  as  a  result  of  subfreezing  winds  depositing  the  fine 
spray  resulting  from  the  passage  of  water  through  the  outlet 
works  upon  the  facility.   Such  an  alternative  has  obvious 
negative  visual  impacts  and  is  more  obtrusive  than  the  dam 
crest  road  will  be.   The  installation  of  this  facility  would 
negate  a  major  operational  safety  consideration  associated 
with  having  a  separate  access  road  from  Stevens  Gulch  to  the 
top  of  the  right  dam  abutment.   In  the  event  a  major  flood, 
snow  storm  or  icing  conditions  make  inaccessable  the  access 
road  to  the  dam  outlet  works,  then  secondary  access  is 
available  by  way  of  the  road  to  the  top  of  the  right  abut- 
ment. 

MINOR  ALTERNATIVES 

Page  8-28:   Fourteen-Foot  Standard  Road  With  Turnouts 

The  analysis  of  this  alternative  correctly  states  that 
the  requirement  for  a  roadway  of  maximum  14-foot  standard 


width  with  turnouts  would  affect  the  safety  and  utility  of 
the  road.   In  addition,  the  requirement  would  be  contrary  to 
O.S.H.A.  Regulations  as  evidenced  by  the  material  in  Attach- 
ment 

Page  S-28:   For  our  comments  regarding  the  leading 
"Underground  Power  and  Telephone  Lines" ,  see  our  discussion 
of  this  issue  under  Page  4-1. 

page  8-29:  For  our  comments  regarding  the  heading 
"Parallel  Bridge  to  the  Keystone  Bridge",  see  our  discussion 
of  this  issue  under  Page  4-1. 

Page  3-29,  ALTERNATE  NEW  SOURCES  OF  RAW  WATER: 
The  raw  water  supply  alternatives  described  in  Chap- 
ter 8  are  the  result  of  studies  which  were  not  required  by 
law  as  clearly  pointed  out  by  the  Acting  Associate  Solicitor 
in  his  1976  Memorandum  to  the  Solicitor  for  the  Department 
of  Interior  (Attachment  15A) .   The  inclusion  of  the  raw 
water  source  of  supply  studies  and  the  report  on  them  in  the 
Impact  Statement  in  going  beyond  the  requirements  of  law  as 
it  does,  can  only  serve  to  confuse  the  public  and  possibly 
the  federal  decision  makers  causing  them  to  hold  an  errone- 
ous belief  that  the  construction  of  the  Foothills  Project 
somehow  automatically  mandates  the  construction  of  any  one 
or  a  combination  of  the  suggested  raw  water  supply  alter- 
natives without  future  federal  review. 

Already  some  ill-informed  members  of  the  public  are 
misreading  and  therefore,  misusing  this  section.   They 
compare  this  section  with  testimony  presented  by  Denver  in 
support  of  due  diligence  in  the  perfection  of  the  water 
rights  it  owns  for  the  Two  Forks  Reservoir  in  an  attempt  to 
tie  the  Strontia  Springs  portion  of  the  Foothills  Project  to 


the  proposed  Two  Forks  Project  so  that  they  can  argue  that 
if  the  United  States  approves  Strontia  Springs,  it  is 
automatically  approving  Two  Forks.  Nothing  of  course,  could 
be  further  from  the  truth  because  even  though  Denver's 
testimony  shows  that  Two  Forks  or  some  other  facility  will 
be  required  to  provide  ultimate  supplies  for  a  500  million 
gallon  per  day  plant,  it  is  clear  that  no  Two  Forks  Project 
will  evolve  simply  because  the  Foothills  Project  exists; 
that  project  will  develop  when  the  demand  for  water  in  the 
Denver  Metropolitan  Area  requires  its  construction^  The 
testimony  presented  in  the  Two  Forks  Diligence  Proceedings 
is  excerpted  in  Attachment  15B.   The  fact  that  Two  Forks 
will  not  be  built  to  protect  an  investment  in  Foothills  is 
forcefully  explained  by  the  statements  of  Mr.  Joe  D.  Hall, 
Regional  Director  of  the  Lower  Missouri  Region  of  the  Dnited 
States  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  a  deposition  taken  on  August  17, 
1977,  and  by  Mr.  Felix  L.  Sparks,  Director  of  the  Colorado 
Water  Conservation  Board  in  a  deposition  taken  on  August  24, 
1977,  excerpts  from  those  depositions  are  attached  as  Attachments 
15C  and  15D.  The  Final  Statement  should  more  clearly  em- 
phasize, as  da  Mr.  Hall  and  Mr.  Sparks  the  fact  that  federal 
support  for  any  of  the  raw  water  concepts  cannot  become  a 
reality  without  full  compliance  with  a  future  NEPA  process. 
Failure  to  clarify  and  emphasize  this  fact  can  only  cause 
further  confusion  which  could  mislead  the  federal  decision 
makers  in  their  evaluation  of  the  merit  of  the  Foothills 
Project  itself. 

From  Denver's  very  considerable  experience  in  analyzing 
water  supply  projects,  it  is  obvious  that  the  studies 
conducted  for  the  raw  water  supply  alternatives  were  done  in 
as  professional  a  way  as  possible  and  in  as  great  a  depth  as 
the  existing  data  base  would  permit  such  studies  to  be 
conducted . 


Pa9e  9-1>  paragraph  7:   The  reference  to  the  "Regional 
Solicitor"  may  be  incorrect.   See  our  comments  regarding 
Page  1-7, 

The  page  following  Page  9-10  is  the  Table  of  Contents 
for  the  Appendices.   It  is  suggested  that  a  separate  docu- 
ment be  prepared  as  an  Appendix  to  the  Final  Statement  and 
that  it  be  greatly  expanded  and  updated.  For  example, 
Appendix  3  in  the  Draft  Statement  is  out  of  date.   Mr.  Boaze 
had  responsibility  for  the  fish  and  wildlife  portions  of 
both  1976  and  1977  Draft  Statements.   It  is  clear  that  the 
position  taken  by  the  Area  Office  of  the  0.  S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (Appendix  3}  was  the  extreme  bias  of  Mr. 
Boaze  against  the  project  based  on  aesthetics  and  not  on 
fish  or  wildlife  concerns.   See  Attachment  16,  an  excerpt 
from  Mr.  Boaze's  Deposition  wherein  he  states  his  opposition 
to  the  project  is  based  on  the  fact  that  placing  a  dam  in 
the  canyon  offends  him.   He  doesn't  want  to  lose  this  "recre- 
ational experience."  The  significance  is  that,  based  on  the 
record  in  this  matter,  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  causes 
no  significant  adverse  impact  on  fish  or  wildlife.   Thus, 
the  u.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  no  lawful  basis  on 
which  to  base  opposition  to  this  project. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

REGIONAL  OFFICE,   LOWER  MISSOURI  REGION 

P.O.  BOX  25247 

BUILDING  20,  DENVER   FEDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER,  COLORADO    80225 


SEF  C 


Memorandum 


To:  Environmental  Coordinator,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

P.O.  Box  311,  Canon  City,  Colorado    81212 

X: 

From:^  Regional  Director 

Subject;      Foothills  Project  DES 

This  office  has  reviewed  the  subject  DES  and  has  noted  many  errors  which 
remain  after  our  review  of  earlier  drafts  of  the  DES. 

We  can  appreciate  the  extremely  tight  deadline  and  the  problems  associated 
with  multisgency  input  into  such  a  document.  However,  it  is  now 'imperative 
that  these  errors  and  other  omissions  or  mistakes  in  this  DES  be  corrected. 
They  arc  marked  with  an  asterisk  in  the  list  of  detailed  comments. 

In  addition,  we  would  strongly  recommend  that  the  remaining  comments  be 
considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  FES. 


?f- 


Detailed  Review  Comments 
Foothills  Project  DES 

'  Page  1-18,  last  paragraph.     "1983"  should  be  changed  to  "19S8."    (  The  second 
125  MGD  unit  would  have  to  be  operational  beginning  in  1988). 

*  Page  2-7,  table  2-4;  June  quantity  should  be  changed  from  23,  000  to  22,  000  otherwise 
column  will  not  add  up  to  the  total  shown. 

f  Pagg  2-26,     table  2-14;  4/28  should  be  changed  to  4/8. 

Page  2-31,  table  2-16;  Minimum  water  temperature  is  missing  (should  be  zero). 

Conductivity  units  are  micrornhos/cm.  Units  for  plankton  are  plankton/ml. 

Page  2-32,  table  2-17;    Same  comments  apply  as  those  provided  for  table  2-16. 
(Missing  numbers  in  table  are  zeros.) 

Consistency  should  be  established  throughout  DES  on  use  of  either  "Waterton 
Canyon"  or  "South  Platte  Canyon.  " 

Page  2-47,  lines  20-21:    Clarify  "...natural  productivity  of  the  soil,.." 
within  context  of  this  sentence. 

Pages  2-56  and  2-38  -  general:     Why  is  vegetation  and  soil  information  included 

under  "Wildlife"  heading?    Also,  why  is  this  writeup  excerpted  verbatim 
from  another  study  instead  of  described  specifically  for  the  study  area? 

Page  2-56,  lines  2-3:    Documentation  should  be  provided  for  statement  that  in  the 
area  of  Strontia  Springs  Reservoir  the  primary  conifer  is  Douglas  fir. 

Page  2-56,  line  19:    "...from  Bailey  to  Foxton. . .  "  would  read  better  as  "...  from 
Poxton  to  Bailey... " 

+'  Page  2-56,  lines  21-22:  ". . .  Douglas-fir  on  south  -facing  slopes  and  moist  areas 

on  those  facing  north"    should  read  ". . .  Douglas-fir  on  north  -facing  slopes 
and  moist  areas  on  those  facing  south."    Typically,  Douglas  fir  are 
concentrated  on  shady  (i.e.,  north-facing  slopes) and  this  holds  true  for 
Waterton  Canyon, 


,<p^v0/v 


Page  2-56,  middle:    A  description  of  the  "Upper  Montane  vegetative  complex"  should 
be  provided.    Also,   the  distinction  between  the  Lower  and  Upper  Montane 
vegetative  communities  should  be  described. 


*  Page  2-60,  line  9:     The  word  "bighorn"  is  NOT  a  proper  noun!    Why  capitalize  it? 

The  Douglas  in  Douglas  fir  is  a  person's  name  and  must  be  capitalized. 

*  Page  2-62,  "Endangered  Species":   A  discussion  of  State  endangered  species 

(e.g.,  river  otter)  present  in  the  project  area  should  be  included 
here  (see  Chapter  8). 

Page  2-62,  lines  20-22:  What  "official  list  of  plant  species  protected  by  Endangered 
Species  Act?"  As  stated  in  Chapter  8  (page  8-52)  the  Federal  Register 
lists  only  proposed  endangered  plant  species  for  Colorado  and  the  State 
has  not  published  a  list  of  endangered  plants.    When  and  by  whom  was 
Waterton  Canyon  surveyed  for  endangered  plants?    The  statement 
"No  known  threatened  (sic)  plant  species  occur  in  the  area"  indicates 
that  such  a  survey  was  made ! 

*  Page  2-62,  lines  35-36:    This  discussion  of  impacts  should  be  moved  to  Chapter  3. 

*  Page  2-63,  line  1:    Change  heading,  Other  Animal  Species,  to  Other  Protected 

and  Game  Species. 

*  Page  2-63,  lines  24-30:    This  discussion  indicates  limited  deer  and  elk  use  of  Waterton 

Canyon  and,  as  such,  conflicts  with  Chapter  8  (page  8-51,  lines  4-5)  which 
states  that  "The  most  common  big  game  species  in  the  Concept  A  study 
area  is  the  mule  deer  .  .  .  followed  closely  by  elk.    .    ." 

*  Page  2-64,  lines  9-10:     The  black-footed  ferret  was  adequately  discussed  under 

Endangered  Species  {page  2-62).    Why  repeat  here? 

*  Page  2-94,  table  2-30;  Quantities  should  be  changed  as  shown  in  the  following  three 


Treated 

Raw 

Treated 

Water 

Water 

Water 

Used 

Used 

Annual 

1990 

286,669 

25,631 

Per  Capita 
Per  Day  Use 
220 

2000 

291,124 

21,176 

181 

2001 

291,356 

20,944 

178 

2010 

293,084 

19,216 

154 

Footnote  1/  should  be  changed  to  read  "From  table  1-4.  " 
Footnote  4/is  probably  not  necessary. 


;  Page  2-97,  table  2-31:    Does  Footnote  4/  pertain  to  the  last  two  columns? 

Page  2-109,  tabic  2-33,  Socio -Economic  conditions,  Item  1.     Existing  population 
relates  to  total  Denver  metro  area.     1975  DWB  Annual  Report  shows  a 
population  in  service  area  of  876,400  (see  page  2-2). 

*    1S5£  4*  (future  -  2010)    Current  use  trends  would  not  continue  as  treatment 
capacity  to  meet  max-day  demands  would  not  be  available. 

Item  4b.     (Existing)  Change  181  mgd  to  215  gdc  (1971-75);  average  maximum 
single  day  use  480  mgd  (1971-75). 

Item  4b.     (Future)  {year  2010)    without  the  Proposed  Action:  Annual  use  of 
treated  water  154  gdc. 

Page  2-110,  table  2-33,  Socio-Economic  Conditions.     Item  4e,  (Future)  {year  2010} 
without  the  proposed  action.     Irrigation  uses  percentage  of  residential  use 
would  decrease. 

Page  2-111,  table  2-33  (cont. )  Water  Resources.     Item  2.     Delete  statement 
concerning  channelization. 

*     Item  2a.    Add  "2010  Raw  water  312,300  ac. -ft. ;  293,  000  ac. -ft. 
treated. 

Page  2-112,   table  2-33  (cont.)    Item  2c.  Future  Environment  (year  2010)  without 
the  proposed  action.  Add  "112, 900  ac,  -ft.  release  Roberts  Tunnel.  " 

Item  2d.     (Existing)  Change  to:  South  Platte  at  South  Platte  average  annual 
runoff  (298,000  ac. -ft. )    Item  2d  (Suture)    Same  as  above  except... 
377,000  ac.-ft. 

Page  2-112,  table  2-33  (cont. )  Water  Resources.  Item  2b.    Change  "58, 500  ac.  -ft.  " 
(1975)  to  "52,500  ac. -ft."  (1964-73) 

Page  2-113,  table  2-33  (cont.)  Water  Resources.  Item  4d.    Add  "(Present  Modified 
Condition)"   Also  to  Future  Environment  without  "Salinity  concentrations 
would  increase  by  about  11  mg/1  at  Cameo  and  7  mg/1  at  Imperial. 

Page  3-1,  paragraph  4.    Add,  ". . .  trends  and  expanded  treatment  plant  capacity.  " 

Pages  3,  2,3,4.     Footnote  for  "N/A"  "not  applicable." 

Page  3-13,  Colorado  River  Watershed.  1st  sentence.    Add  "...  at  125  mgd  different 
than  the  future  environment  (year  2010)  without  the  proposed  action. " 


Page  3-18,  Table  3-5  is  missing  (see  attachment) 

Page  3-20,  Table  3-6;  the  units  of  conductivity  are  micro  mhos/cm.  Units  other 

than  milligrams  per  liter  should  be  identified  in  more  detail  as  in  tables  2-16 
and  2-17. 

Page  3-24,  last  paragraph;  44  feet  should  be  changed  to  42  feet.  The  words 
"associated  with  the  125  mgd  operation"  should  be  eliminated  from  the 
first  sentence  because  this  drawdown  is  also  associated  with  future  non- 
project  conditions. 

Page  3-31,  Table  30S:  The  "Years  Required  for  Revegetation"  is  too  low  in  all 
cases,  especially  for  the  "grassland  (native)"  and  "riparian  zones." 
Assuming  a  discussion  of  complete  revegetation  of  native  species  (which  the 
text  seems  to  indicate),  estimates  for  reestablishment  of  a  "native"  grassland 
generally  range  from  a  minimum  of  50  to  a  maximum  of  several  hundred 
years.    Also,  mature  riparian  stands  of  Cottonwood  and  Douglas  fir  cannot 
possibly  be  reestablished  in  less  than  50  years.     The  degree  and  type  of 
revegetation  referred  to  in  the  DES  should  be  explicitly  defined. 

Page  3-31,  Table  3-8,  line  42:    "101  +  12"  =  113  not  "13" 


Page  3-32,  lines  25-26:  Define".    .  .  near-full  production.    .  ."Also,  documen- 
tation for  the  number  of  years  required  to  "regain"  this  production  should 
be  provided. 

Page  3-32,  lines  32-33:     The  sentence  "The  net  effect  of  vegetation  disturbance 
on  wildlife  species  should  not  be  significant,  "  contradicts  the  discussion 
which  follows,  ig  misleading  to  the  reader,  is  meaningless,  and  should 
be  deleted. 

Page  3-32,  lines  32-36:  Why  are  impacts  to  wildlife  discussed  under  Vegetation 
heading  when  Wildlife  heading  follows  immediately? 

j  6-7:    Documentation  is  needed  for  statement  1'  .  .    construction 


would  result  in  little  net  loss  of  biomass. 


3-33,  lines  41-42  and  Page  3-34,  lines  1-3:   This  paragraph  is  very  confusing. 
Eliminate  either  the  first  sentence  or  the  first  clause  of  the  second  sentence. 


Page  3-34,  line  15:    Change  subheading  from  Other  Animal  Species  to  Other 
Protected  and  Game  Species. 


Page  3-34,  line  29:    Eliminate  Deer  and  Other  Big  Game  subheading.  This  would 
make  subheadings  consistent  with  those  in  Chapter  2  (page  2-63),  Also, 
discussions  of  "prairie  dogs"  and  "raptors  and  other  birds"  hardly  fit 
under  Deer  and  Other  Big  Game  subheading.    Eliminating  this  subheading 
would  solve  this  problem. 

Page  3-34.  lines  22-27:    This  discussion  is  extremely  confusing  and  contradictory. 
First  it  is  stated  that  golden  eagles  "would  probably"  abandon  existing  eyries 
during  construction  and  then,   in  the  very  next  sentence,  it  is  stated  that  since 
the  eagles  are  used  to  "people  pressure"  they  "would  probably  continue  to 
use  the  existing  nests."    Although  the  writeup  would  remain  nebulous,  the 
contradiction  could  be  eliminated  by  substituting  "coulds"  for  the  "would 
probablys. " 

Page  3-34,  lines  28-29:    Documentation  should  be  provided  for  the  statement  .    .    . 
".   .    .  prey  species  (would  be)  attracted  to  the  reservoir  and  treatment 
plant  area. " 

Page  3-35,  lines  7-9:   This  paragraph  should  immediately  follow  the  golden  eagle 
discussion. 

Page  3-65,  table  3-16,  Water  Resources,  Item  3b.    "Impact  of  125  MGD,  " 
Colorado  River  Watershed:  Change  "surface  water"  to  "salinity". 
Item  3a.  Add  "...annually  during  the  construction  period."  Delete 
"presented  in  Chapter  8.  " 
(Impact  of  500  MGD)  Delete  "presented  in  Chapter  8.  " 

Pages  8-2  to  5,  Table  8-1:    There  are  numerous  items  under  the  "No  Action" 
column  in  Table  8-1,  indicating  that  there  would  be  no  impact  associated 
with  this  alternative  course  of  action.    We  feel  mat  many  of  these  are 
inaccurate  or  inappropriate  and  that  some  recognition  of  potential  changes, 
impacts,  etc,  would  occur  without  federal  action. 

Page  S-6,  1st  paragraph.     Delete  this  paragraph.  No  analysis  of  number  of 
shortage  day  with  the  project  was  made. 

Page  8-7  -      Modify  title  on  Fig.  8-1.     Move  "Without  the  Project"  to  below 
"shortages"  line ,  V 

Page  8-8  -  Fig.   8-2,  correct  97,174  to  87, 174  and  modify  title  similar  to 
Fig.  8-1. 
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Page  8-11  -  second  paragraph 


average 
section. 


ueictc  luc  acmcuue  Deginning:  "At  the  current 
water  months  use. . .  "    This  statement  is  inappropriate  for  this 


Last  paragraph,  same  page:      modify  biased  statement  on  DWB  authority  to 
add  a  $10  surcharge,  etc.  and  instead  describe  the  current  water  restriction 
and  penalties  associated  with  the  summer  1977  restriction  program. 


Page  8-10,  tabic  8-3;     The  historic  average  i 
1965-1974. 


for  the  period  1964-1973,  not 


Page  8-12  -  Rewrite  "Conservation-Education"  paragraph,  bottom  of  page,  to 
reflect  current  activities.    Delete  "According  to  the  DWB..." 

Page  8-14  -     Modify  paragraph  under  "System  Improvements"  -  the  statistics 
presented  in  the  Denver  Water  Board's  annual  statements  and  in  American 
Water  Works  Association  Journals  indicate  clearly  that  the  Denver  Water  Board 
distribution  system  is  efficient  and  experiences  below  average  national  loss  rates. 

Page  8-15,  first  paragraph  under  Water  Resources:    Reference  to  table  2-27  and  2-7 
should  be  changed  to  2-31.    Reference  to  table  2-28  should  be  changed  to  2-32 
(two  instances).     The  quantity  of  409  percent  should  be  changed  to  509. 


Page  8-15  - 


Following  the  1st  paragraph  add: "It  would  appear  that  many  of  the 


conservation  measures  listed  above  should  be  implemented  immediately; 
however,  it  should  be  recognized  that  the  addition  of  a  number  of  conservation 
measures  do  not  necessarily  result  in  accumulative  gain  by  each  measure 
employed.    For  example,  the  introduction  of  metering  and  revised  water  pricing 
could  result  in  substantial  water  savings  when  implemented  individually,  but 
if  both  programs  were  employed  the  joint  reduction  might  be  less  than  the  sum 
of  the  two  programs. 

Page  8-16,  second  paragraph:  Reference  to  figure  1-3  should  be  changed  to  Map  1-3 
(two  instances).  The  quantity  470  feet  should  be  changed  to  104  if  it  was  meant 
to  be  the  difference  in  the  two  elevations. 

Page  8-17,  under  "Socio -Economic  Conditions"  -    It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
Chatfield  alternative  would  have  high  energy  requirements  to  pump  the  water 
from  Chatfield  Reservoir  to  the  treatment  plant  and  could  have  serious 
impact  on  the  energy  available  to  the  metro  area. 

Page  8-25,  fifth  paragraph,  second  line:    Delete  the  term  "high  quality.  "   The  long 
term  recreational  impact  on  recreational  activities  in  the  canyon  should  be 
added  to  this  paragraph. 


Page  8-32,  first  full  paragraph:    The  quantity  of  378,  400  should  be  changed  to 
378,500. 

Pages  8-29  to  8-119,  Alternative  Sources  of  Raw  Water  -  general:    The  headings 
and  subheadings  which  were  removed  from  these  pages  (e.  g, ,  South  Platte 
River  System,  Moffat  System)    should  be  reinstated.  In  the  "Table  of 
Contents,"  over  90  pages  of  highly  pertinent  information  merit  only  eight 
subheadings  whereas  less  than  30  pages  of  generally  infeasible  alternatives 
rate- more  than  20  subheadings.  (See  8-1  to  8-29) 

Page  8-34  -  Delete  note  (revised  5/13/77) 

Page  8-35,  table  8-4;    The  word  "Exchange"  should  be  replaced  with  "Acquisition 
and  Exchange"  (same  change  on  table  8-8  and  8-10). 

Page  8-36,  Second  paragraph,  third  line:     Change  11  S.  to  7_S. 

Page  8-44:  Correct  spelling  of  "forest"  -  ISth  line,  middle  of  page. 

Page  8-50,  line  19:     Subheading  "Important  and  Endangered  Wildlife  Species," 
should  be  "Important  Wildlife  Species.  "  "Endangered  Species"  is  a 
subsequent  subheading  and  the  prior  format  calls  for  a  higher  order 
subheading  here. 

Page  8-50,  line  21:     The  bighorn  information  included  is  not  taken  directly  from  the 
study  provided  in  Appendix  1  (i.e. ,   1977  vs    1973). 

Page  8-51,  lines  27-29:     "Generally  speaking,    (sage  and  sharp-tailed)  grouse  species 
inhabit  the  higher  and  middle  elevations..."?    Not  according  to  the  availabls 
literature.     These  two  species  of  grouse  primarily  inhabit  open  grasslands  and 
Sagebrush  flats. 

Page  8-61,  third  paragraph,  last  line  -  Change  "difficult"  to  "difficulty".     Last 
paragraph,  second  line,  change  the  number  43,  064  to  43,  065. 

Page  8-63,  last  paragraph.   The  quantity  205,000  should  be  reduced  to  195,000. 
The  quantity  30  mgA  should  be  changed  to  29  mg/1. 

Page  8-64,  last  line.    Insert  the  letter  "a"  to  read:  "the  loss  of  riparian  timber 
and  a  decrease. " 


*Page  8-67,  first  paragraph.  8th  line.    Change  8.6  to  9.9  miles. 

*Page  8-74.    Delete  the  term  "revised  5-13-77,  " 

*Page  8-74.  figure  8-4.         The  exchange  quantity  of  10,  000  in  the  figure 
should  be  changed  to  109, 000. 

*Page  8-82.     The  penultimate  paragraph  should  be  rewritten  as  follows: 

The  aquatic  resources  of  the  South  Platte  River,  North  Fork  of  the  South 
Platte  River  and  Colorado  River  have  already  been  described  in  the 
discussion  for  Concept  A. 

*Page  8-93,  table  8-10;   The  exchange  quantity  in  the  last  column  should  be  changed 
from  59,600  to  59,000, 

*Page  8-95  -  Delete  the  term  "revised  5-13-77," 

*Page  8-98  -  Second  paragraph,  first  line  -  insert  the  word  "about"  after  "would  be. ' 

*Page  8-100  -  Sixth  paragraph  -  change  1. 5  to  1. 3  miles. 

*Page  8-109  -  Last  paragraph,  fifth  line  -  insert  the  word  "about"  in  front  of  SO  ft. 

*Page  8-110  -  Fifth  paragraph,  third  line  -  insert  the  word  "about"  in  front  of 
150  ft. 

""Page  8-115,  third  paragraph;   the  words  "chemical  species  quantities"  should  be 
replaced  with  "concentrations  of  chemical  constituents. " 

*Page  8-115,  fourth  paragraph;  the  quantity  268,  000  should  be  changed  to  266,  000. 
The  quantity  24  mg/1  should  be  changed  to  23  mg/1. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
RESTON,  VIRGINIA     22092 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
Mail  Stop  760 
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Memorandum 
To: 


'Ty 


District  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Ration  City,  Colorado 

Throug*hs0<issistant  Secretary— Energy  and  Minerals 

h 
From:  j?    Director,  Geological  Survey 

Subject:     Review  of  draft  environmental   statement  for  Foothills 
Project,  Denver  County,  Colorado 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental   statement  as  requested 
in  the  notice  of  August  15  from  the  State  Director. 

The  statement  should  assess  the  potential  for  effects  of  tunnel  grouting 
operations  on  existing  wells  in  the  fractured  rocks.     Also,  effects  of 
the  proposed  impoundment  on  ground-water  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  area  should  be  addressed,  as  should  potential  effects  on  ground- 
water quality. 
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September  26,  1977 


Mr.  Dale  Andrus,  State  Director 
Bureau  of  land  Management 
1600  Broadway 
Denver,  Colorado  80203 


RE:  Draft  EIS  Foothills  Project 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  of  the  subject 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  Northwest  Colorado  Council  of  Governments  (NWCCOG)  is  an 
organization  of  6  counties  and  23  municipalities,  primarily  within 
the  Colorado  River  Basin.   It  is  our  opinion  that  many  of  the  im- 
pacts of  the  proposed  project  will  be  realized  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  and  that  the  draft  impact  statement  is  deficient  in  fully 
exaniining  these  impacts  and  their  relationship  to  the  proposed  pro- 
ject. We  further  believe  that  the  impact  statement  is  deficient  in 
not  exploring  all  feasible  alternatives  to  the  project  proposal. 

NWCCOG  has  been  designated  by  Governor  Lamm  as  a  Section  20S  Area- 
wide  Water  Quality  Management  Planning  Agency.  As  such,  one  of  our 
primary  concerns  is  the  effect  of  proposals  for  additional  water 
supplies  from  the  Colorado  River  Basin  will  have  on  our  ability  to 
achieve  the  water  quality  goals  specified  in  the  Federal  Water  Pollu- 
tion Control  Act  Amendments  (PL  92-500)  for  the  designated  planning 
area.  Our  comments  will,  therefore,  focus  on  the  impacts  that  the 
proposal  will  have  on  water  quality  and  the  relationship  of  the  pro- 
posal to  the  20S  Plan  being  developed  by  our  agency  under  PL  92-500. 
Our  comments  on  the  DEIS  are  as  follows: 

1.  Effectiveness  of  Project  Without  Additional  Raw  Water  Supplies 

The  DEIS  demonstrates  that  the  proposed  Foothills  project  has 
limited  if  any  effect  on  available  water  supplies  within  the  Denver 
service  area  without  additional  raw  water  supplies  being  made  availa- 
ble to  be  treated  at  the  plant.  This  is  demonstrated  through  a  com- 
parison of  Table  2-30  and  Table  3-2,  which  indicates  the  only  differ- 
ence without  the  project  would  be  a  deficiency  of  4,709  acre  feet  in 
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1985.  Annual  per  capita  usage  would  have  to  be  reduced  from  a  pro- 
jected 228  gped  to  224  gped  without  the  project  (this  compares  to 
a  current  rate  of  208  gped)  to  compensate  for  the  projected  de- 
ficiency in  supply  vs.  demand. 

Beyond  the  1985-1988  time  frame,  information  contained  in  the 
two  tables  cited  above  implies  that  an  equal  degree  of  water  shortage 
would  exist  with  and  without  the  project. 

It  can  therefore,  be  asserted,  that  construction  of  the  Foothills 
Project  without  provision  for  raw  supplies  of  raw  water  will  only 
provide  an  additional  2%  of  treated  and  raw  water  to  the  service  area 
through  a  relatively  short  time  span  (1985-1988).  Beyond  that  time, 
water  supplies  would  be  in  equally  short  supply  within  the  service 
area,  falling  short  of  the  project  objective  as  stated  on  p.  1-12. 

Since  the  objectives  stated  under  "Purpose  and  Need"  (p. 1-12) 
indicate  that  the  purpose  is  to  provide  treated  water  consistent  with 
current  trends  of  consumption  within  the  service  area,  we  can  only 
conclude  that  future  raw  water  supplies  are  an  integral  part  of  the 
project  over  the  long  run.  Without  including  raw  water  supplies  as 
part  of  the  project,  the  objectives  would  not  be  met  in  either  case. 
The  EIS  must,  therefore,  consider  the  proposed  Foothills  project  as 
part  of  a  collection  and  treatment  system  and  consider  the  full  impacts 
of  both  in  our  opinion. 

2.  Project  Objectives 

Certainly  the  project  justification  statement  itself  (p.   1-12) 
could  be  questioned  since  it  clearly  implies  that  the  need  for  the 
project  is  based  on  an  assumption  that  current  consumption  trends  with- 
in the  service  area  will  be  a  constraint  in  evaluating  the  effective- 
ness of  alternatives.     This  clearly  rules  out  conservation  and  re-usc 
options  at  an  early  stage  in  project  formulation  since  these  options 
would  alter  the  current  trend  of  consumption.     This  is  a  major  de- 
ficiency in  the  DEIS  since  conservation  and  re-use  are  major  alter- 
natives which  should  be  considered  and  evaluated. 

3.  Foothills  Plant  Siting  and  Sizing 

The  DIES  states   (p.   3-13)   that  with  the  initial  125  MGD  capacity 
of  the  plant,   there  will  be  no  impact  on  water  resources  or  water 
quality  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.     We  believe  that  with  the  opera- 
tion of  the  125  MGD  facility  there  would  still  be  impacts  on  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  and  that  the  siting  of  the  facility  precludes  all  options 
other  than  new  transbasin  diversions   (concepts  A,   B,   C)   as  part  of 
water  supply  alternatives  for  needs  to  be  met  beyond  1985. 

Operation  of  the  125  >ED  facility  will  have  impacts  on  the  Colorado 
Basin  since  current  rates  of  diversion  from  the  Blue  River  Basin  are 
less  than  the  Roberts  Tunnel  System  current  capabilities  and  future 
diversion  rates  would  increase  in  order  to  supply  raw  water  to  the 
treatment  facility.     At  least  4,700  Ac -Ft  additional  water  would  be 
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diverted  with  the  initial  facility  than  without  it  (Tables  2-30,  3-2) . 
This  would  not  include  water  which  would  not  need  to  be  diverted 
from  the  Roberts  System  with  the  implementation  of  water  conservation 
measures  as  an  alternative  to  increasing  water  treatment  capacities 
and  raw  water  supplies.  For  instance,  it  is  estimated  that  water 
savings  of  up  to  3Q70  can  be  achieved  through  an  active  water  con- 
servation program  including  water  metering,  revised  building  codes 
and  retrofit  programs  requiring  water  conserving  devices,  pricing 
structures,  and  lawn  and  garden  irrigation  controls.  This  alternative 
could  possibly  fill  the  needs  of  the  Denver  Area  beyond  the  planning 
period  allowed  in  the  125  M3D  proposal  without  substantial  expendi- 
tures. 

The  siting  of  the  Foothills  Project  eliminates  major  alternatives 
for  water  supply  which  were  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 
This  includes  direct  re-use  and  water  conservation. 


4. 


Impacts  of  Full  Level  of  Operation 


As  stated  in  the  DEIS,  the  500  MOD  operation  sould  have  substantial 
impacts  on  water  resources  and  water  quality  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  These  should  be  considered  as  secondary  impacts  of  the  project 
rather  than  being  discussed  as  impacts  of  alternative  water  supply  con- 
cepts since  the  water  collection  system  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
proposal.  In  addition  to  the  impacts  enumerated  in  the  DEIS  and  water 
the  section  on  Water  Supply  Concepts,  the  following  impacts  should  be 
considered: 

A.  Salinity 

Depending  on  the  alternative  supply  concept  chosen,  Colorado 
River  salinity  is  expected  to  be  increased  between  IS  mg/1 
and  30  mg/1  at  Imperial  Dam.  Although  the  DEIS  correctly 
states  that  these  depletions  are  allowed  for  under  the  terms 
of  the  Colorado  River  Salinity  Program,  the  impacts  of  salinity 
due  to  these  proposed  diversions  and  methods  to  mitigate  these 
impacts  need  to  be  fully  disclosed  under  NEPA  requirements. 

For  instance,  utilizing  the  salinity  increases  (24  mg/1)  anti- 
cipated from  Concept  C  and  $395,000/mg/l  damages,  the  economic 
damages  to  Colorado  River  water  users  due  to  salinity  increases 
could  be  expected  to  be  in  the  order  of  $9.5  Million  annually. 
(Source  USBR-Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program) .  This 
can  also  be  presented  as  a  present  value  of  $190  Millon  utili- 
zing a  5%  discount  rate.  For  comparison,  the  economic  Impact 
due  to  salinity  increases  would  be  greater  than  the  initial 
$133  Million  cost  of  the  Foothills  Project. 

It  is  presumed  that  since  the  DEIS  cites  the  Colorado  River 
Control  Program,  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  relying 
on  salinity  control  measures  outlined  in  that  plan  as  mitigating 
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measures  for  salinity  increases  due  to  the  project.  However, 
the  salinity  control  program  requires  expenditures  of  Federal 
funds  through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  off-set  the 
salinity  increases.  The  salinity  control  program  outlined 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  estimated  to  have  a  cost  of 
$125  Million  (1973  $)  to  achieve  an  estimated  benefit  of  $10 
Million  in  annual  salinity  damage  reduction.  Stated  in 
another  sense,  the  entire  salinity  control  program  ($10  Million 
in  annual  benefits)  will  only  slightly  more  than  offset  the 
$9.5  Million  in  annual  damages  caused  by  the  proposed  project. 
A  significant  portion  of  the  $125  Million  Federal  expenditure 
could  be  avoided  if  the  Foothills  .project  and  collection  system 
were  not  built  and  still  maintain  the  same  net  effect  in  terms 
of  salinity  damages  and  salinity  increases  in  the  Colorado 
River. 

A  substantial  portion  of  the  $125  Million  investment  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  therefore,  becomes  a  legitimate  part  of 
the  project  costs  which  have  not  been  considered  in  project 
formulation  or  evaluation,  but  rather  have  been  externalized 
to  either  Colorado  River  Basin  Water  users  in  the  past  or  pro- 
vided as  an  indirect  federal  subsidy  to  water  resource  develop- 
ment. 

Another  impact  related  to  salinity  damages  is  the  distribution 
of  costs  related  to  salinity  control.  As  noted  above,  impacts 
on  salinity  due  to  transbasin  diversions  such  as  the  water 
supply  component  of  the  project  are  in  effect  being  assumed  by 
the  Federal  Government.  Other  users  of  Colorado  River  Basin 
water,  however,  will  not  fare  so  well  under  current  State  and 
Federal  policies.  Costs  of  implementing  "best  management 
practices"  for  irrigated  agriculture  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
will  be  borne  by  the  water  user  as  well  as  costs  necessary  to 
control  discharges  of  salts  from  municipal  and  industrial  sources. 

NWCCOG  believes  the  current  policies  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  regarding  salinity  control  are  aimed  at  only  a  minor 
portion  of  the  salinity  problem  and  contribute  to  federal  sub- 
sidy of  water  resource  development  on  the  eastern  slope  of 
Colorado  at  the  expense  of  Colorado  River  Water  Users.  This  is 
a  significant  issue  related  to  the  development  of  projects  such 
as  Foothills  which  is  certainly  within  the  control  of  the  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

B.  Fisheries  and  Recreation 

The  major  goal  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
Amendments  (PL  92-500)  is  the  attainment  of  water  quality  suit- 
able for  fishing  and  swiirming.  The  DEIS  clearly  recognizes 
(p.  8-31)  that  future  expansion  of  collection  systems  related 
to  the  proposed  project  will  have  to  be  performed  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  PL  92-500.  A  key  component  of  that  Act 
is  Section  208,  or  areawide  water  quality  management  planning. 
The  "208  Plan"  being  prepared  by  NWCCOG  for  virtually  all  the 
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area  for  which  the  future  water  collection  system  expansion 
is  contemplated,  related  to  the  project,  will  consist  of 
four  components: 

1.  Point  source  management 

2.  Non-Point  source  management 

3 .  Hydrologic  modification  management 

4.  Management  system 

Once  certified  by  the  Governor  and  approved  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA) ,   the  recommendations  of  the  208  Plan 
become  part  of  the  requirements  of  PL  92-500.     In  order  to 
attain  the  "fishable/swimmable"  goals  specified  in  that  act, 
each  of  the  above  components  must  work  in  a  coordinated  manner. 
The  proposed  collection  system  project,  without  substantial 
management  imposed  on  operating  procedures,  ntinimum  stream- 
flow  requirements  and  other  project  features,   could  have  the 
following  impacts  on  these  goals:      (The  degree  of  impact  would 
of  course  depend  on  the  actual  "concept"  chosen  for  future  water 
supply) . 

-Blue  River  Basin 

The  Colorado  Department  of  Health  has  established  special  water 
quality  standards  for  Dillon  Reservoir  and  NPDES  permits  have 
been  issued  to  five  point  source  discharges  requiring  advanced 
waste  treatment.  Each  of  the  three  conceptual  water  supply 
systems  would  modify  the  current  operations  of  Dillon  Reservoir, 
substantially  changing  the  volume  of  water  available  for  dilution 
of  phosphorus  in  the  reservoir.  Since  the  waste  discharge  per- 
mits are  directly  related  to  reservoir  volume,  reservoir  draw- 
down would  violate  the  water  quality  standards  on  a  regular  basis 
unless  even  more  sophisticated  phosphorus  removal  were  applied. 
NWCCOG  estimates  that  a  substantial  change  in  reservoir  draw- 
downs such  as  anticipated  in  Concepts  A  and  B  would  require  a 
level  of  treatment  for  these  discharges  equivalent  to  "reverse 
osmosis".  The  cost  of  this  system  within  a  20  year  time  span 
for  anticipated  population  is  estimated  at  $1.0  Million/Year 
(capital  and  operation  costs) . 

All  three  concepts  involve  diversions  of  water  from  other  water- 
sheds to  Dillon  Reservoir.  In  order  to  maintain  the  water  quality 
standards,  the  watersheds  of  the  proposed  diversion  projects  will 
need  to  be  intensively  managed  for  that  purpose.  The  two  con- 
cepts involving  diversion  of  Straight  Creek  water  would  necessarily 
involve  substantial  watershed  correction  measures  as  can  be  demon- 
strated by  the  existing  degraded  quality  of  that  watershed  evi- 
denced by  high  concentrations  of  suspended  sediments,  phosphorus 
and  salinity.  The  costs  of  corrective  measures  necessary  to  pro- 
tect Dillon  Reservoir  to  the  degree  required  could  be  substantial . 
For  instance,  the  Colorado  Department  of  Highways  estimates  that 
approximately  $1.0  Million  will  be  required  for  stabilization  of 
existing  cut  slopes  along  Interstate  70  on  Straight  Creek.  Again 


the  issue  of  who  pays  for  water  quality  improvements  required 
because  of  diversion  of  non-native  water  becomes  a  key  issue. 

Finally,  diversion  of  water  from  the  Eagle  River  at  Wolcott 
to  Dillon  Reservoir  would  introduce  nutrients  from  the  Eagle 
Valley  into  Dillon.  This  would  act  counter  to  all  current 
efforts  to  control  the  discharge  of  phosphorus  to  Dillon  Re- 
servoir to  meet  the  existing  water  quality  standards.  It  is 
conceivable  that  all  waste  discharges  upstream  of  Wolcott  would 
eventually  require  phosphorus  removal  because  of  their  physical 
connection  with  the  Dillon  Reservoir  System. 

-Eagle  River  Basin 

Water  supply  Concept  C  envisions  the  substantial  part  of  the 
system  expansion  from  the  Eagle  River.  A  similar  situation  with 
regard  to  treatment  levels  for  point  source  discharges  exists 
in  this  basin  as  in  the  Blue  River  Basin.  EPA  is  currently  in 
the  process  of  awarding  a  $6.0  Million  construction  grant  for 
advanced  wastewater  treatment  for  a  discharge  to  Gore  Creek  and 
another  discharge  to  the  Eagle  River.  Both  of  these  facilities 
are  designed  according  to  historic  nuriimum  streamflows.  According 
to  EPA's  "Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Upper  Eagle 
Valley  and  Vail  Wastewater  Treatment  Facilities"  the  minimum 
streamflows  would  be  reduced  to  approximately  50%  of  historic 
minimum  flows  due  to  diversions  from  the  Denver  Water  System. 
Since  the  design  of  these  facilities  is  directly  related  to 
streamflow,  the  design  criteria  would  need  to  be  twice  as  strin- 
gent than  currently  designed  to  meet  water  quality  standards.  The 
cost  of  this  treatment  level  is  not  currently  known  but  failure 
to  maintain  historic  minimum  streamflows  will  jeapardize  the 
current  public  investment  in  wastewater  treatment  facilities. 

-Fraser/Williams  Fork  Basins 

Water  supply  Concept  System  C  envisions  47 , 000  Acre-Feet  of 
water  system  expansion  from  the  Fr a ser/ Williams  Fork  System.  A 
nearly  identical  situation  with  treatment  levels  would  exist  in 
the  Fraser  Valley  as  exists  in  the  Eagle  Valley.  Public  Invest- 
ments currently  underway  in  advanced  wastewater  treatment  facili- 
ties for  the  Fraser  Valley  and  Granby  vnuld  be  jeopardized  by 
the  proposed  system - 

In  summary,  the  proposed  project  and  associated  water  supply  system 
concepts  pose  a  severe  threat  to  achieving  the  water  quality  goals  es- 
tablished under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act.  Without  management  of  hydrologic  modifications,  the  costs  to 
Colorado  River  Water  Users  could  be  substantial.   In  order  to  mitigate 
these  impacts,  NWCCOG  is  proposing  to  the  Governor  and  EPA,  that  hydro- 
logic  modifications  must  be  managed  to  the  same  degree  as  other  sources 
of  water  quality  degradation.  The  proposal  consists  of  designated  manage- 
ment agencies,  establishment  of  a  permit  system  for  future  hydrologic 
modifications  within  the  area,  establishing  required  minimum  streamflows, 
NPDES  Permit  conditions,  a  system  of  fees  related  to  rater  quality 
damages  and  a  complex  system  to  offset  damages  due  to  proposals  for  future 
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5.     Conservation/ Re-Use  Alternatives 

As  stated  previously,  one  of  the  major  deficiencies  in  the  DEIS 
is  the  failure  to  consider  conservation  and  re-use  as  a  major  alter- 
native to  the  proposed  action.  It  is  our  belief  that  when  the  full 
costs  of  expansion  of  new  water"  supplies  is  compared  against  this 
alternative,  that  conservation  and  re-use  are  cost-competitive  with 
developing  new  water  supplies.     This  can  be  demonstrated  as  follows: 

1.  The  Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  (DRCOG)   estimates 
the  cost  of  developing  new  water  supplies  at  approximately 

$2, 7 00/ Acre-Foot  (Source  DRCOG  "Clean  Water  Program"). 

2.  DRCOG  also  estimates  the  cost  of  potable  water  re-use  to 
average  $3, 500/ Acre  Foot  of  water  produced.     This  is  the  most 
expensive  of  any  of  the  alternatives  relating  to  conservation 
or  re-use.     Water  metering,   conservation  programs  and  other 
methods  to  reduce  water  consumption  would  be  less  expensive. 

3.  Colorado  River  Salinity  Damages  can  be  computed  equivalent 
to  $1,544/A-F.      (Utilizing  Concept  C,   24  mg/1  TDS  increase, 
$395,000/mg/l  TDS,   5%  discount  rate  and  123,000  A-F  water  pro- 
duced) . 

4.  Other  water  quality  damages  can  not  be  fully  quantified  but 
could  include  treatment  costs  in  the  Blue,  Eagle,  and  Fraser  Sub- 
Basins. 

5.  The  costs  of  new  raw  water  supplies  would  therefore  be  as 
follows : 


$2, 700/ A-F:     DRCOG  Estimate  for  Water  Supply  System 
SI ,544/ A-F:     External  Salinity  Damages  (Colorado  Basin) 
$4,244  Sub  Total 

Non-quantifiable  Treatment  Costs 

Non-tangible  costs 
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$4,244 


+ 

Total:' 

It  would  therefore,   appear  that  including  all  costs  relative  to  raw 
water  supply,  direct  re-use  is  a  more  cost  effective  alternative. 

NWCCOG  urges  the  B1M  and  Department  of  Interior  to  evaluate  all  of 
the  impacts  and    costs  related  to  the  proposed  project.     It  appears 
clear  to  us  that  we  have  reached  the  point  in  time  with  our  limited 
resources  that  we  can  no  longer  afford  to  continue  to  develop  new  water 
supplies  without  giving  other  alternatives  full  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Phil  Cvereynder-^CA  l 

208  Coordinator 
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COLORADO  ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH  ASSOCIATION 

P.  O.  BOX  4061       •      DENVER.  COLOHAOO  60204 


Mr.  Dale  Andrus 

State  Director 

Colorado  Bureau  of  land  Management 

Department  of  the  Interior 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus, 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Colorado  Environmental  Health 
Association  wishes  to  take  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Bureas's  (B1M)  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DES) 
on  the  proposed  Foothills  Project.   In  line  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  we  believe  that  the  public  dis- 
closure requirement  can  be  beneficial  to  all  parties  concerned, 
and  we  hope  that  thoughtful  public  comment  will  aid  in  the 
final  decision  making  process.   On  the  surface,  it  would 
appear  that  the  BLM's  direct  interest  in  this  project  is  not 
major.   However,  the  private  aspects  of  this  project  are 
certainly  of  major  significance.   Thus,  in  making  any  decision 
on  this  project  the  BLM  must  share  some  of  the  responsibility 
for  the  ultimate  fate  of  the  project. 

Our  review  of  the  statement  raises  several  questions  as  to 
the  need  for  the  project.   To  quote  the  DES  on  p.  8-6: 
"The  no  action  alternative  would  result  in  the 
occurance  of  peak  day  shortages  about  two  years 
sooner  than  if  the  project  were  constructed. 
However,  by  1990  and  beyond  customers  in  the 
DWB  service  area  would  experience  an  equal  num- 
ber of  water  shortage  days  with  or  without  the 
project. "   (emphasis  added) 

Additionally,  the  max-day  per  capitause  figures  as  shown  in 
Table  1-4,  p.  1-17  begin  at  614  gpc  for  1980  and  increase  to 
742  gpc  by  the  year  2010.   These  figures  seem  unreasonably 
high  in  light  of  the  max  use  day  figure  of  355  gpc  for  the 
drought  summer  of  1977.   In  view  of  continuing  DWB  watering 
restrictions,  it  would  appear  doubtful  that  per  capita  use 
could  almost  double  in  the  space  of  three  years. 

Other  concerns  that  the  Board  has  regarding  the  proposed 
project  relate  to  the  air  quality,  secondary  impacts,  and 
project  alternatives.   These  are  discussed  below. 
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AIR  QUALITY 

The  DES  states  on  p.  2-101: 

"By  1981,  carbon  monoxide  emissions  would  be 
reduced  to  an  allowable  level  for  human  health; 
and  by  1988,  total  vehicular  emissions  for  hydro- 
carbons would  be  reduced  to  limits  allowable  for 
human  environments." 

This  statement  may  be  incorrect. 

The  Colorado  Air  Pollution  Commission's  Report  to  the  Public, 
1976,  which  was  available  during  the  statement  preparation 
process  states  on  pp.  49  and  54: 

"Both  the  1-hour  standard  of  35ppm  and  the  8-hour 

Standard  of  9ppm  for  carbon  monoxide  will  be 

violated  in  the  Denver  metropolitan  area  in  1980 

and  1985."   (emphasis  added) 
"Particulate  levels  in  1980  and  1985  will  violate 

both  the  annual  standard  of  45  micrograms  per 

cubic  meter  and  the  24-hours  standard  of  150 

micrograms  per  cubic  meter." 
"The  particulate  standard  is  violated  now,  but 

actual  amounts  of  particulate  matter  in  the  air 

will  be  greater  in  future  years." 
"Although  the  nitrogen  dioxide  standard  presently 

is  not  violated,  it  likely  will  be  in  1980  and  1985." 
The  fact  that  these  pollutants  pose  serious  health  problems 
for  the  community  has  been  well  documented.   In  fact,  the 
additional  factor  of  altitudinal  effects  increases  the 
.dimensions  of  the  problem. 

SECONDARY  IMPACTS 

The  DES  has,  to  our  view,  totally  omitted  any  evaluation  of 
the  secondary  impacts  of  the  Foothills  Project.   Although 
the  DES  discounts  the  growth  issue,  the  project  is,  in  fact, 
intimately  related  to  growth.   Proponets  of  the  Foothills 
Project  appear  to  see  the  project  as  a  means  of  dealing  with 
growth  symptoms.   This,  though,  really  only  postpones  deal- 
ing realistically  with  the  issue  of  growth  limits  for  the 
Denver  metropolitan  area.   Opponets  of  the  Foothills  Project 
see  other  alternatives  that  must  be  applied.   These  alter- 
natives recognize  natural  constraints  of  growth  in  this 
region. 

The  Denver  Water  Board  service  maps  shown  on  pp.  1-15  and 
1-16  seem  to  indicate  the  Water  Board's  intent  to  sell  as 
much  water  as  possible  to  developing  suburban  areas.  This 
seems  to  place  the  Water  Board  in  the  role  of  determining 
the  directions  of  growth.  This  land-use  role  may  more 
appropriately  lie  with  other  local  governmental  entities. 


Water  quality  is  another  secondary  impact  that  we  are 
concerned  with.   We  feel  thet  since  traditionally  adequate 
sewage  treatment  plant  construction  usually  lags  behind 
development,  water  supply  planning  and  201  and  208  planning 
should  be  closely  coordinated.   The  DES  should  have  addressed 
the  matter  of  whether  projected  sewage  treatment  plant 
construction  will  be  adequate  to  treat  the  additional  waste- 
water if  the  proposed  development  occurs.   In  addition,  we 
feel  more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  increased  Colorado 
River  salinity  problems  that  deal  with  extensive  trans- 
mountain  wster  diversions  as  discussed  in  Chapter  8  of  DES. 

ALTERNATIVES 

We  feel  that  the  no-action  alternative  may  be  inadequate 
because  it  does  not  attempt  to  quantify  water  savings 
through  non-project  related  alternatives  such  as  education, 
enforcement  of  lawn  watering  restrictions,  meter  installa- 
tion on  existing  taps,  building  code  changes  etc.   Other 
possible  alternatives  such-  as  additions  to  present  treatment 
plants  are  not  mentioned.   Recycling  and  additional  treated 
waste  storage  appear  to  be  discussed  in  only  a  cursory  fashion. 

SUMMARY 

As  environmental  and  public  health  professionals,  we  realize 
and  appreciate  the  need  for  a  reliable,  safe,  and  adequate 
water  supply.   However,  this  project  has  other  possible  far 
reaching  social,  economic,  political,  geographic,  and  envir- 
onmental consequences  for  the  Denver  metropolitan  area.   As 
such,  we  will  defer  any  recommendation  on  your  decision  until 
we  have  reviewed  the  final  statement. 


Sincerely  yours , 

Harry  Gaens  Jr. 

President,  Colo.  Env.  Health  Assn. 
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Adopted  by  CEHA  Board  of  Directors  on  September' 

cc.   Gov.  Richard  Lamm 

Sec.  of  Int.  Cecil  Andrus 
Sen.  Floyd  Haskell 
Sen.  Gary  D.  Hart 
Rep.  Patricia  Schroeder 
Rep.  Tim  Wirth 


1977. 
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COLORADO  OPEN  SPACE  COUNCIL     1325  DELAWARE  ST.     DENVER,COLO.  80204 


303/573-9241 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

3080  E.  Kain  St. 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Subject:  DEIS  on  Proposed  Foothills  Project 

The  Colorado  Open  Space  Council  is  a  state-wide  coordinating  council  com- 
posed of  conservation,  recreational  and  professional  organizations  as  well  as 
some  1,000  individual  members.  The  conservation  and  wise  use  of  Colorado's  na- 
tural resources  have  been  primary  concerns  of  our  organization  for  many  years. 
We  believe  that  comprehensive,  long-range  planning  of  water  resources  development 
is  essential  if  optimum  use  of  our  water  and  land  is  to  be  realized.  It  is  from 
this  point  of  view  that  we  have  followed  the  Denver  Water  Board  Foothills  Project 
from  the  time  it  was  first  proposed. 

This  written  statement  along  with  the  two  attached  statements  which  were 
presented  orally  at  the  hearings  are  being  submitted  for  the  hearing  record  as  the 
comments  of  the  Colorado  Open  Space  Council. 

From  our  study  of  the  DEIS  on  the  proposed  Foothills  Treatment  Project,  we 
found  two  major  areas  particularly  inadequate. 

First,  the  draft  ELS  is  very  inadequate  in  its  discussion  of  a  water  con- 
servation alternative.  The  statement  made  by  Pam  Turner  on  behalf  of  the  COSC 
water  workshop  at  the  hearings  on  September  15  details  the  inadequacies  of 
Section  8  of  the  DEIS,  in  particular,  (statement  attached;.  There  is  no  infor- 
mation in  the  DEIS  regarding  what  savings  can  be  accomplished  by  a  water  con- 
servation alternative  or  what  the  costs  would  be  if  such  an  alternative  were 
chosen. 

We  would  like  to  have  seen  more  analysis  of  existing  consumption  patterns. 
For  instance,  this  past  summer  the  maximum  consumption  was  approximately  340  mgd. 
Without  Foothills,  the  projected  treatment  Capacity  is  573  mgd  (Table  8-2,  page 
8-9).  If  the  peak  demand  per  capita  stays  the  same  as  it  was  this  past  summer, 
an  additional  7Q/&  increase  can  occur  in  the  DWB  service  area  population  without 
the  construction  of  the  Foothills  Project.  Thus,  taking  the  figures  and  popula- 
tion projections  in  the  DEIS,  we  can  conclude  that  there  would  not  be  a  need  for 
a  new  facility  until  2010 — 33  years  from  now.  This  certainly  does  not  support 


the  claim  by  the  Denver  Water  Board  that  the  Foothills  Plant  is  needed  now  to 
provide  additional  treatment  capacity  to  meet  peak  day  demands  during  summer 
months.  Modest  conservation  measures  can  keep  the  consumption  within  ■ 
existing  treatment  capacity. 


the 


Comparative  information  on  water  consumption  would  be  very  useful  in  eva- 
luating the  DWB  figures  and  projections.  For  instance,  the  volunteer  water 
savings  program  in  Englewood,  we  understand,  saved  more  water  this  past  summer 
than  did  Denver.  Boulder  has  managed,  without  mandatory  water  conservation 
measures,  to  maintain  an  average  per  capita  consumption  far  below  that  of  Den- 
ver. It  can  be  concluded,  from  comparisons  with  other  cities  that  the  Denver 
Water  Board  projects  water  needs  based  on  unrealistic  or  inflated  per  capita 
consumption  figures. 

In  reality,  the  Foothills  Treatment  Plant  is  designed  to  treat  additional 
new  raw  water  supplies  from  Two  Forks  reservoir  and  other  transmountain  diversion 
projects.   On  page  8-6,  the  DEIS  states: 

"The  no  action  alternative  would  result  in  the  occurrence 
of  peak  day  shortages  about  two  years  sooner  than  if  the 
project  were  constructed.  However,  by  1990  and  beyond, 
consumers  in  the  DWB  service  area  would  experience  an 
equal  number  of  water  shortage  days  with  or  without  the 
project." 

Secondly,  we  have  found  the  DEIS  inadequate  in  its  analysis  of  the  direct 
impacts  on  recreational  resources,  the  socio-economic  impact  upon  South  Platte 
communities  and  in  the  information  regarding  the  expansion  of  the  Denver  Water 
Board's  service  area.  The  statement  made  by  Purnee  McCourt,  chairman  of  the 
COSC  Land  Use  Workshop,  addressed  these  areas.  (Statement  attached;. 

It  is  our  strong  belief  that  among  the  most  important  objectives  of  an 
environmental  impact  study  is  the  evaluation  of  alternatives  to  a  proposed 
action  as  well  as  a  full  disclosure  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  pro- 
posed action.  The  present  DEIS  contains  a  great  many  pages  of  text,  tables  and 
maps,  but  fails  to  meet  the  objectives  which  we  believe  are  the  purpose  of  an 
EIS. 

Sincerely  yours, 

COLORADO  OPEN  SPACE  CGUWCIL 


Kary  C.  Taylor 
President 
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Attachments:     Water  Workshop  Statement 

Land  Use  Workshop  Statement 


a  state-wide  environmental  coordinating  council 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

AREA  OFFICE     COLORADO-  UTAH  0       \  \  ()  ft  K 

1426   FEDERAL  BUILDING 
125  SOUTH  STATE  STREET 
SALT  LAKE  CITY.  UTAH    84138 

(ES)  September  29,  1977 


Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington,  D.C. 

Acting  Area  Manager 

U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Proposed 
Foothills  Project 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  and  request  that  the  following 
comments  be  included  within  the  departmental  response. 

General  Comments: 

111  general,  the  draft  environmental  statement  adequately  describes  the 
existing  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  evaluates  project  construction 
impacts  of  building  Strontia  Springs  Dam  and  operating  it  in  conjunction 
with  the  Foothills  Treatment  plant  to  provide  an  additional  125  million 
gallons  per  day  (mgd)  capacity  to  the  Denver  Water  Board's  system. 

It  does  not:  however,  adequately  assess  the  impacts  of  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  a  500  mgd  water  system  as  proposed  in  con- 
cepts A,  B,  and  C. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  expansion  to  the  500  mgd  level  will 
be  addressed  in  a  seperate  environmental  impact  statement. 

The  statement  does  not  consider  other  logical  structural  alternatives 
such  as  a  conduit  system  that  could  carry  the  water  from  the  mouth 
of  the  Roberts  Tunnel  to  the  proposed  Foothill  treatment  plant. 
Such  an  alternative  would  reduce  the  adverse  environmental  impacts 
on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  associated  with  the  proposed  project 
at  125  mgd  and  may  significantly  reduce  adverse  impacts  associated  with 
alternatives  A,  B,  and  C.  Also,  this  alternative  may  offer  additional 
opportunities  for  hydroelectric  power-generating  capability. 


Specific  Comments: 

1-31  Paragraph  1  -  It  is  questionable  whether  or  not  the  identified 
aggregate  site  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  all  construction  needs.  It 
seems  appropriate  to  discuss  a  secondary  site  and  the  potential  impacts 
associated  therewith. 

2-28  Paragraph  5  -  Discussion  of  average  annual  flows  would  be  much  more 
understandable  if  flows  were  presented  in  CFS. 

2-37  Paragraph  2  -  Generally  speaking,  the  term  "catchable  size"  refers 
to  trout  8  inches  or  larger. 

2-39  Table  2-21  -  Under  number  of  fish  per  acre  for  the  lower  South 
Platte  River,  the  figure  should  be  350  0  .20  lb. 

2-43  Table  2-24  -  Footnote  number  2/  does  not  appear  anywhere  in  the 
table. 

2-57  Table  2-26  -  It  would  be  helpful  if  the  size  of  the  sample  area 
was  indicated.  It  is  questionable  that  riparian  vegetation  representing 
only  2  percent  by  composition  accounts  for  37  percent  of  the  yield. 
This  seems  unusually  high. 

2-62  et  al ,  Endangered  Species  -  All  entries  regarding  the  American 
Peregrine  Falcon  should  reflect  the  Services'  threshold  examination 
and  transmittal  of  findings  in  our  August  5,  1977  memo.  The 
memo  should  also  be  included  in  the  Appendix  of  the  final  environ- 
mental statement. 

3-32,  Vegetation  -  Under  this  section  the  statement  indicates  a  loss  of 
riparian  vegetation  and  goes  on  to  say  that  impacts  on  wildlife  species 
would  not  be  significant.  Given  the  tremendous  yield  (Pounds  per  Acre 
per  Year)  shown  for  riparian  vegetation  on  Table  2-26  this  seems  incon- 
sistent. 

3-33  Paragraph  4  -  The  impact  of  constant  harassment  and  noise  associated 
with  construction  will  have  deleterious  effects  on  virtually  all  wild- 
life not  just  Bighorn  sheep. 

3-65  Table  3-15  -  Under  aquatic  resources  number  1  -  It  is  questionable 
that  removal  of  1  acre  of  aquatic  habitat  would  result  in  the  loss  of 
192  lbs.  of  trout. 


4-1  Paragraph  4  -  Limiting  the  clearing  of  vegetation  is  not  a  "benefit 
to  aquatic  life"  rather  a  reduction  of  construction  impacts. 

4-3  Paragraph  1  -  Bypasses  for  fish  flows  should  read  60  CF5  May  15  to 
September  15,  30  CFS  September  16  to  May  14,  or  the  natural  inflow 
whichever  is  less.  The  possibility  of  using  stored  water  for  fish 
flows  under  Colorado  water  law  is  questionable,  and  why  should  the 
DWB  be  given  "consideration"  for  this  in  future  projects?  Each  project 
should  be  evaluated  on  its  own  merits. 

We  find  no  discussion  for  mitigating  terrestrial  wildlife  losses  via 
acquisition  of  replacement  habitats.  This  approach  should  certainly 
be  considered  in  the  final  environmental  statement. 

5-22  Table  5-6,  item  C  -  The  phrase  "but  they  are  few"  slights  the 
importance  of  mule  deer,  mountain  lions,  and  bear  to  the  overall  ecological 
balance  of  the  area. 

8-64  Paragraph  5  &  6  -  If  birds  referred  to  as  northern  bald  eagles 
are  nesters  in  the  area,  there's  a  good  chance  they  are  the  southern 
subspecies. 

8-65  Endangered  Species  -  The  Concept  A  alternative  seems  highly  un- 
likely based  on  the  endangered  species  conflicts  cited  here. 

Summary  Comments 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  at  125  mgd  are  not  well  described, 
but  we  believe  the  information  presented  is  adequate  to  make  a  decision 
as  to  how  the  Denver  Hater  Board  should  meet  its  short  term  (1990)  needs. 

The  total  raw  water  supply  presently  available  to  the  Denver  water 
Board  system  is  312,300  acre-feet  annually  (Draft  EIS  page  2-91).  This 
supply  is  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Denver  Water  Board  service 
area  to  the  year  1990  (Draft  EIS  Table  2-30,  page  2-94),  assuming 
water  use  restrictions  are  imposed.  The  nature,  extent,  and  impact 
of  these  restrictions  are  underfined.  However,  with  the  use  restrictions 
imposed  in  the  Denver  Water  Board's  service  area  this  summer,  maximum 
daily  use  was  approximently  335  million  gallons  for  a  population  of  about 
876,400  (Draft  EIS  page  202).  If  we  assume  a  similar  per  capita  consumption 
rate  for  the  projected  1990  population  of  1,162,900,  the  peak  daily 
demand  could  be  expected  to  be  approximately  450  million  gallons  per  day. 
This  could  be  easily  accommodated  by  the  Denver  Water  Board's  present 
capacity  of  520  million  gallons  per  day  (Draft  EIS  page  1-18). 


The  above  analysis  indicates  the  Denver  Water  Board  has  the  capability 
of  meeting  the  needs  of  its  service  area  well  past  the  year  1990  without 
constructing  any  new  storage,  diversion,  or  treatment  facilities.  This 
period  might  be  extended  by  using  water  more  efficiently,  improving 
conservation  measures,  and  recycling  water.  The  various  measures  that 
can  be  used  to  pursue  these  goals  are  well  known  and  have  been  frequently 
discussed  in  public  and  private  forums. 

Recognizing  this,  we  believe  the  continuance  of  present  water  use 
restrictions  are  the  least  environmentally  damaging  alternative  that  can 
be  used  to  meet  the  Denver  Water  Board's  service  area's  needs  to  the 
year  1990  and  recommend  that  alternative  be  selected.  Without  judging 
the  desirability  or  lack  thereof  of  continued  growth  in  the  Denver  Water 
Board's  service  area,  we  recommend  that'work  begin  immediately  on  develop- 
ing alternatives  to  meet  the  water  needs  of  the  Denver  Water  Board's 
service  area  beyond  the  year  1990.  These  studies  should  include  con- 
sideration of  all  technically  feasible  conservation  methods  and  the 
pipeline  alternative  referred  to  in  our  general  comments.  We  stand 
ready  to  assist  in  those  studies  should  they  be  initiated. 

In  light  of  the  magnitude  of  numerous  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  and  alternative  concepts  A,  B,  and 
C,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  recommended  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  that  the  right-of-way  permit  for  the  proposed  project  be 
denied. 


/ILLIAM  L.  ARMSTRONG 


Congress  of  tfje  ®niteb  States 

X>ouse  of  Representatives 

aaasffttnoton,  aa.c  20515 
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FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 

Fort  Worth  Regional  Office 

819  Taylor  Street 

Fort  Worth,  Texas  76102 

October  5,  1977 
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September  27,  1977 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Canon  City  District  Office 
P.  0.  Box  311 
Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 


Mr.  Stewart  A.  Wheeler,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 


Dear  Mr.  Wheeler: 


I  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the 
proposed  Foothills  Project  and  am  submitting  this  letter  in  response 
to  the  request  for  public  comment. 


a  ted  water 
a  indicate  to 


The  analysis  of  existing  capacity  to  provide 
and  the  population  projections  for  the  metropolitan 
me  that  we  must  proceed  with  the  Foothills  Project- 

I  particularly  wish  to  comment  on  the  consequences  of  falling 
to  adequately  prepare  for  the  future.  As  noted  in  Chapter  Eight  of 
the  Draft  Statement,  the  effect  of  insufficient  treated  water  capacity 
will  extend  beyond  water  rationing  to  economic  disruption,  employee 
layoffs  and  reduced  personal  incomes.   Such  a  decline  in  the  standard 
of  living  enjoyed  by  families  and  Individuals  in  the  metropolitan 
Denver  area  is  unnecessary;  but,  may  be  the  inevitable  result  of 
further  delay  on  this  already  long  delayed  project. 

While  I  support  the  Foothills  Project,  I  also  believe  we  must 
place  greater  emphasis  on  urban  water  conservation  and  reuse  than  we 
have  in  the  past.   Drought  related  conservation  measures  adopted  in  Colorado 
and  other  parts  of  the  country  have  demonstrated  the  possibility  of  substan- 
tial savings.   The  Foothills  Project  is  only  one  in  a  continuing  series  of 
decisions  we  will  face  on  the  use  of  water.   The  quality  of  life  for  every- 
one in  this  state  depends  on  our  ability  to  do  a  better  job  of  conservation. 


Best  regards. 


^XuvtAWO 


Gentlemen: 

Furnished  herein  are  our  comments  on  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  for  the  proposed  Foothills  Project  of  the  Board  of 
Water  Commissioners  for  the  City  and  County  of  Denver,  located  in 
Jefferson  and  Douglas  Counties,  Colorado. 

The  proposal    includes  a   diversion  structure,   reservoir,   tunnel 
and  access  roads  located  about  25  miles  southwest  of  Denver,  in  the 
Platte  River  Canyon.     The  principal   parts  of  the  project  include  a 
125-million  gallon  per  day  (mgd)  water  treatment  plant  with  provi- 
sion for  expansion  to  500  mgd  capacity  and  a  distribution  system 
extending  into  the  Denver  metropolitan  area,     The  South  Platte  River 
and  the  Blue   River  via  Dillon  Reservoir  and   the  Harold   D.    Roberts 
Tunnel  are  the  sources  of  water  for  the  project. 

These  comments  are  made  in  accordance  with  the  National   Environ- 
mental   Policy  Act  of  1969.     Our  principal    concern   is   the  effect  the 
project  will   have  on  existing  bulk  electric  power  facilities,   including 
potential   hydroelectric  developments  and  on  natural  gas  pipeline 
facil ities. 

The  draft  states  that  the  Denver  Water  Board  will    possibly  install 
hydroelectric  generators  which  will    produce  1,050  to   1,600  kilowatts 
of  electricity  at  the  125  mgd  capacity  and  2,200  to  4,700  kilowatts 
at  the  500  mgd  capacity.     It  is  noted  that  the  draft  states  that  at 
125  mgd  capacity  the  proposed  hydroelectric  plant  would  generate 
11,000,000  kWh  annually  and  at  the  500  mgd  capacity  generation  would 
be  78,000,000  kWh  annually.     We  believe  the  latter  figure  is  erroneous 
since  annual   energy  production  of  78,000,000  kWh  would  require  an 
installed  capacity  of  8,900   kilowatts  operating  at  100  percent  plant 
factor  (8,760  hours  per  year).     We  suggest  that  these  figures  be 
checked  with  the  Board  of  Water  Commissioners'   studies.     We  also  note 
that  location  of  the  treatment  plant  at  the  Foothills  site  would  re- 
sult in  energy  savings  of  16,000,000  kWh  at  125  mgd  capacity  level 
over  the  present  system.     Additional    savings  would  occur  at  the  500  mgd 
level.     We  assume  that  the  savings  occur  annually  and  are  due  to  the 
fact  that  the  water  supply  system  for  the  Denver  area  will   be  fed  by 
gravity. 


WLA:pc 


The  proposed  Strontia  Springs  Dam  will   affect  two  proposed  USBR 
hydroelectric  projects,  Two  Forks  and  Turkshead.     Based  on  a  1951 
USBR  report,  our  inventories  of  hydroelectric  power  resources  indicate 
potential  capacities  of  138,000  kilowatts  and  7,200  kilowatts,  respec- 
tively, for  these  projects.     The  Turkshead  reservoir,  which  would  be 
required  as  an  afterbay  for  the  Two   Forks  project,   would  be  precluded 
from  development  by  the  construction  of  the  Strontia  Springs  project. 
The  draft  report  indicates  the  Strontia  Springs  project  could  serve 
as  the  afterbay  for  the  Two  Forks  project,  if  it  should  be  constructed. 
Also,  the  draft  indicates  the  water  supply  could  also  be  increased  by 
the  construction  of  a  dam  at  the  Two  Forks   site  that  would  be  con- 
siderably smaller  than  the  project  proposed  by  the  USBR. 

As  noted  in  our  letter  of  March  12,   1976,  on  the  original   draft 
EIS,   the  Federal    Power  Commission,   now  the  Federal    Energy  Regulatory 
Commission,   is  responsible  for  licensing  non-Federal   hydroelectric 
projects  which  occupy  public   lands  or  navigable  waters.      Projects 
having  more  than  2,000  horsepower  are  licensed  as  major  projects,  and 
those  having  less  than  2,000  horsepower  are  licensed  as  minor  projects. 
Both  types  of  licenses  are  issued  for  periods  of  up  to  50  years.     An 
application  for  a  license  normally  must  have  an  environmental   impact 
statement,  Exhibit  W,  submitted  as  part  of  the  application.     In  the 
event  that  power  is  installed,  it  will   be  necessary  to  determine  what 
facilities  will    require  licensing. 

The  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  statement  is  appreciated. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Lenard  B.    Yoiirit?         CX 
Regional   Engineer 


Ki warns  Club  of  Capital  §ity_ 


U  S  D  I         B  L  1.1 
Canon  City,  Co!o. 


000251 


DENVER,    COLORADO 

80210 


1195  So.  York 


... 

AO 1 

— 



!   SLA      1 J , 

■ — j 

'    N£A      1 1 

■   f>LE     11 

District  Manager 

Canon  City  District  Office, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3080  East  Main  Street 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Sir: 

I  had  attempted  to  register  before  September  9,  1977-  to  speak  at  a 
public  hearing  on  the  Denver  Water  Department's  planned  Foothills  Water 
Treatment  Plant  on  Wednesday,  Sept.  ift,  at  Wyer  Auditorium  in  the  Denver 
Public  Library.  However,  on  placing  a  call,  I  find  that  all  available  time 
has  been  "sooken"  for,  so  I  must  submit  this  written  statement. 

The  long  delayed  construction  of  the  Foothills  Water  Treatment  Plant  has 
already  caused  considerable  delay  in  the  orderly  forward  progress  of  not 
only  the  city  of  Denver,  but  also  of  the  entire  metropolitan  area.   The 
cost  of  the  project  has  more  than  doubled  since  the  bonds  were  passed  for 
its  construction  and  any  additional  delay  will  only  add  to  the  ultimate 
cost.  It  is  difficult  for  the  long  time  Denver  resident  to  understand 
why  the  acknowledged  farsightedness  of  those  responsible  for  the  excellent 
water  systems  which  have  been  developed  over  the  years  is  now  suddenly 
questioned  by  those  who  have  little  or  no  expertise  in  the  field  of  water 
mana2;e;nent . 

I  writ?  to  you,  not  only  as  a  concerned  Denver  resident,  but  as  the 
President  of  a'  Service  Club  whose  membership  is  overwhelmingly  in  support 
of  immediate  construction  of  the  Foothills  Water  Treatment  Plant.  We  ask 
that  the  benefits  to  the  entire  metropolitan  area  be  weighed  against  the 
weak  and  ineffective  argruments  put  forward  by  those  who  would  seek  to 
destroy  that  vhicn  it  has  ta>«i  years  to  build,  a  safe  and  effective  water 
system  not  only  for  the  city  of  Denver  but  for  the  entire  metropolitan  area 
which  is  served  by  the  Denver  Water  Department.  , — ^^ 


Sincerely, 
Lex  L.  Penix 


s&i&^*** 


LLPiwj 
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Metropolitan  Chapter/Professional  Engineers  of  Colorado 
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September 


District  Manager 
Canyon  City  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3080  E.  Main  Street 
P.O.  Box  31  I 
Canyon  City,  CO  81212 


WE  the  Denver  Jaycees ,  wish  to  indicate  our  unqualified 
support  for  the  proposed  Foothills  Water  Project. 


s  P.  Cheevers 


JC/pek 


EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE 
Joa  Angyal,  P.E. 


Dick  Sittner.  P.E. 

674-4777  IB  &  I 


2751  Alcort  St.,  #166  Denver.  Colo.  80211 
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September  15,  1977 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

3080  C.  Main  Street 

P.  O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado   81212 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Metropolitan  Denver  Chapter  of  the  Professional 
Engineers  of  Colorado  has  a  membership  of  400  practicing 
engineers  from  the  Metropolitan  area.   The  purposes 
of  our  organization  are  to  "encourage  technical ,  edu- 
cational and  ethical  advancement"  and  to  "assume  our 
active  part  in  matters  of  public  policy."  The  Metro 
Chapter  recognizes  the  importance  of  an  active  role 
from  professional  organizations  such  as  ours  in 
responding  to  public  issue  as  important  and  controversial 
as  the  Foothills  Project. 

The  Board  of  Directors  has  commissioned  me  to  act  in 
behalf  of  our  organization  and  write  to  you  in  support 
of  the  project.   It  is  the  viewpoint  of  our  organization 
that  the  greater  public  good  is  maintained  by  the 
implementation  of  this  project-   When  our  society 
is  faced  with  an  enormous  problem  of  effective  resources 
management,  this  project  meets  the  test  of  technical, 
economic,  and  environmental  balance  in  resources  manage- 
ment.  The  project  not  only  provides  a  dependable  source 
of  treated  water  supply  utilizing  state  of  the  art 
technology  but  provides  electric  power  as  an  important 
by-product  of  the  system.   Foothills  also  represents 
a  reasonable  compromise  between  short  term  on-site 
adverse  impacts  and  the  quality  of  life  and  economic 
growth  and  vitality  of  the  greater  Denver  area. 


LEADERSHIP  TRAINING  THROUGH   COMMUNITY  SERVICE 


District  Manager,  BLM 
September  15,  1977 
Page  two 

The  delays  and  resulting  escalating  costs  of  not  providing 
the  necessary  right-of-way  permits  to  construct  and  operate 
the  Foothills  Project  is  too  great  a  price  for  society  to 
pay  when  other  necessary  projects,  social,  and  environmental 
programs  are  so  much  in  need  of  our  scarce  resources.   We 
therefore,  ask  that  you  grant  the  necessary  rights-of-way 
to  the  citizens  of  Denver  to  implement  this  project.   The 
third  draft  of  the  environmental  statement  should  be  adequate 
for  the  determination  of  granting  rights-of-way  for  less 
than  50  acres  of  federal  land. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Governor  Richard  Lamm 
Congresswoman  Patricia  Schroeder 
Senator  Gary  Hart 
Senator  Floyd  Haskell 
Congressman  William  Armstrong 
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September  19,  1977 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

2080  S.  Main  Street 

P.  0.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Professional  Engineers  of  Colorado  represent  registered  professional 
engineers  from  all  disciplines  who  reside  in  the  State  of  Colorado.  It 
is  the  purpose  of  this  Society  to  insure  that  high  ethical  standards  are 
observed  by  its  members  and  those  who  engage  in  the  design  and  construc- 
tion of  engineering  works.  The  safety  and  the  health  of  the  public  are 
foremost  in  the  minds  of  conscientious  engineers  at  all  times. 

For  sometime  now,  the  Professional  Engineers  of  Colorado  have  been 
watching  and  studying  the  proposed  and  controversial  Foothills  Project. 
At  the  Board  Meeting  held  on  September  17th  in  Colorado  Springs,  it  was 
the  consensus  that  the  Professional  Engineers  of  Colorado  should  go  on 
record  urging  the  immediate  construction  of  the  Foothills  Project.  As 
reasonable  and  conscientious  representatives  of  the  engineering  community, 
we  are  greatly  disturbed  by  the  escalating  costs  resulting  from  the  delays 
in  granting  right-of-way  permits  to  construct  and  operate  the  Foothills 
Project. 

We,  therefore,  request  that  you  grant  the  necessary  rights-of-way  to  the 
citizens  of  Denver  to  implement  this  Project. 


Professionally. 


■^^A*>n 


J 


E.  Thomas  Scherich,  P.E. 
President 


ETS /amb 


National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 


Safari   Club 
International 


1657  South  Sedalla 
Aurora.  Colorado  8Q012 


September  19,  1977 


Mr.  Dale  R.  Andrus  .,;\% 

State  Director  ^>  : 'Jc 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  '.  "J3 

Denver,  Colorado  ^  ,  ""i 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus: 

The  present  Bighorn  sheep  herd  residing  in  the  Waterton  Canyon 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Strontia  Dam-Reservoir-Tunnel 
will  be  adversely  affected  hy  the  construction  and  subsequent 
changes  in  the  area.   The  construction  of  the  diversion  dam  and 
resulting  reservoir  which  would  replace  1.7  miles  of  the  South 
Platte  River  would  adversely  affect  aquatic  life,  geology, 
minerals,  topography,  water  quality,  terrestrial  habitats,  and 
the  wild  life  in  the  canyon. 

The  South  Platte  Canyon  is  unique  to  the  400  mile  long  South 
Platte  River.   There  is  nothing  comparable  to  its  entire  length. 
The  steep  walled  enclosed  corridor  of  the  river  with  its  narrow 
floor  is  physically  and  visually  unique  to  the  South  Platte 
River.   The  243  foot  high  dam  and  its  reservoir  would  change  the 
character  of  the  landscape  from  that  of  a  narrow,  rugged, 
relatively  undisturbed  canyon  and  free  flowing  river  to  that  of 
a  man-made  dam  with  its  fluctuating  pool  dominating  and  altering 
the  existing  landscape.   The  visual  impact  of  poles  and  telephone 
lines  in  the  canyon  would  not  enhance  the  natural  beauty. 

Bighorn  sheep  have  always  been  present  in  the  Canyon  and  are  an 
integral  part  of  the  ecology  of  the  area.   It  is  estimated  that 
there  are  between  35  and  80  bighorn  sheep  which  are  year  long 
residents  of  the  canyon.   This  herd  is  unique  in  that  it  is 
close  to  a  large  metropolitan  area  and  can  readily  be  observed 
by  day  hikers  and  bicyclists  at  most  times  of  the  year.   The 
bighorn  sheep  summer,  winter,  and  lambing  areas  have  been 
identified  within  the  canyon  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  Strontia 
Springs  Dam.   The  sheep  have  been  observed  to  use  the  area  of 
the  proposed  dam  and  access  road  extensively.   The  lambing  ground 
exists  on  the  ridge  above  the  proposed  left  abutement.   The 
bighorn  sheep  winter  and  breed  in  the  lower  canyon  between 
Cottonwood  and  Bear  gulches,  which  would  be  affected  by  the  dam 
and  reservoir. 


Construction  in  the  Canyon  will  result  in  harrassment,  poaching, 
overcrowding,  decreased  lamb  production  and  increased  suscepti- 
bility to  disease.   The  constant  harrassment  and  noise  associated 
with  the  construction  work  over  a  three  year  period  would  drive 
the  bighorn  sheep  out  of  its  present  environment  and  would 
adversely  affect  its  range.   Surrounding  areas  showed  a  heavy 
impact  by  humans  and  are  not  suitable  habitat.   The  loss  of  its 
lambing  areas,  breeding,  and  wintering  qround  would  probably 
result  in  the  reduction  in  herd  size  and  rate  of  increase. 
Without  suitable  lambing,  wintering,  and  breeding  range,  this 
herd  could  become  extinct.   Durinq  the  construction  of  the  Platte 
Canyon  intake  in  the  1960 's,  the  bighorn  sheep  herd  was  drasti- 
cally reduced  to  approximately  18  animals.   This  lesser  construc- 
tion which  resulted  in  decimation  of  the  herd  would  be  projected 
to  what  would  happen  with  construction  of  the  Strontia  Springs 
Dam  and  reservoir . 

In  addition  to  the  bighorn  sheep  herd  observed  in  the  canyon, 
elk,  deer,  bear  and  raptors  have  been  observed  in  the  area. 
Construction  activities  over  the  three  year  period  would  drive 
the  elk  and  deer  herd  out  of  its  present  environment  and  would 
adversely  affect  its  ranqe.   The  present  environment  for  the 
bear  would  be  completely  destroyed.   Surroundinq  areas  with 
residential  development  are  not  suitable  habitat  for  the  deer 
and  elk  herds  and  completely  unacceptable  for  bear  habitat. 

The  defacement  of  the  canyon  and  the  possible  loss  of  bighorn, 
elk,  and  deer  herds  seem  too  great  a  price  to  pay  for  a  Denver 
Water  Board  Project  which  will  only  provide  water  to  the  Denver 
area  for  an  additional  five  years  before  shortages  again  will 
have  to  be  overcome.   Such  expensive  and  short  term  solutions  to 
the  water  problem  perhaps  could  best  be  handled  with  less  impact 
on  the  environment.   At  least  the  Chatfield  alternative  would 
result  in  no  construction  in  the  South  Platte  canyon  or  affect 
critical  habitat  of  the  elk,  deer,  bear  and  bighorn  sheep. 

If  approved  for  construction,  the  following  mitigating  measures 
should  be  undertaken  by  the  Denver  Water  Board: 

1.  To  finance  the  trapping  and  transplanting  of  the  elk, 
deer,  bear  and  bighorn  sheep  in  the  canyon  for  movement 
to  another  area.   This  transplantina  should  be  coordi- 
nated with  the  Department  of  Wildlife. 

2.  To  finance  a  study  for  returning  the  canyon  to  wildlife 
habitat  that  could  sustain  deer,  elk  and  biqhorn  herds 
at  present  levels.   Wildlife  protection  and  management 
guidelines  will  need  to  be  established. 

3.  To  finance  the  trapping  and  transplantina  of  the  elk, 
deer  and  bighorn  sheep  herds  for  return  to  the  canyon. 


4.   To  finance  the  trapping  and  permanent  transplanting 
of  the  bear  from  the  area. 

We  feel  strongly  that  if  you  approve  the  project,  the  Denver 
Water  Board  must  be  responsible  for  the  welfare  of  the  wildlife 
in  the  area. 

Your  thoughtful  consideration  of  these  points  in  determining  your 
decision  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Yours  truly. 

Us  c&*#* 

David  G.  Ward 

President,  Denver  Chapter 

Safari  Club  International 

DGW : BF 


The  Mile-Hi  Sertoma  Club 


OFFICE  OF   THE    SECRETARY-T 
B3O0    E.    CENTER    AVE.    K4A         ■         DENVER,    COLORADO    IS0231 
TELEPHONE:     (303)     344-0533 


September  21  ,  1977 


Mr-.  Steward  Wheeler 

District  Manager 

Canon  City  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3080  East  Main  Street 

P.  0.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado    31212 

Dear  Mr.  Wheeler: 


The  Mile  Hi  Sertoma  Club  of  Denver  endorses  the  devel- 
opment of  an  efficient  and  continuing  water  supply  as 
proposed  in  the  Foothills  Project. 

Mile  Hi  Sertomans  are  fully  aware  that  Denver  citizens 
have  a  long  record  of  assuming  financial  responsibilities 
for  capital  improvement  projects.   Development  of  our  water 
supply  has  always  had  top  priority  since  the  rudiments  of 
the  system  were  acquired  in  1918. 

At  ten  separate  elections,  citizens  approved  bond  issues 
totaling  almost  $340,000,000.00.   Such  ballot  box  support  is 
overwhelming  evidence  that  Denverites  believe  in  paying  their 
own  way  to  secure  a  continuing  supply  of  water;  their  city's 
most  val uabl e  asset . 

Generous  as  they  have  been  with  their  votes,  however, 
Denver  residents  expect  to  see  action  when  they  have  given 
appropriate  official  authority  to  spend  money  for  public  im- 
provements.  In  the  past,  prior  to  the  introduction  of 
Environmental  Impact  Statements,  such  actions  have  usually 
followed  shortly  after  approval  of  bond  issues. 

Mile  Hi  Sertomans  -  yes  all  citizens  of  Denver  find  it 
difficult  to  understand  the  delays  associated  with  the 
Foothills  Project,  which  was  approved  by  them  nearly  four 


Meetings,  Thursday  at  12:10 

BROWN  PALACE  HOTEL 

Denver,  Colorado 


LAWRENCE     F.     WOOD. 


JOHN   B.   PRITCHARO 
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ROBERT  J.   DEMASTER6 
CHARLES    R,    HAZLEWOCD 


FRED  P.   NYLANDER 


Melody  Realty  Co. 

11031  Sheridan  Boulevard 
Broomfield,  CO  80020 
(303]  466-1841 
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Mr.    Steward    Wheeler 

September   21 ,    1977 


September  23,    1977 


Dale  Andrus 

DIRECTOR,  STATE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Department  of  Interior 

1600  Broadway  #700 

Denver,  Colorado   80202 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus: 

The  Denver  Water  Board  and  the  citizens  of  the  Denver  Metro- 
politan area  have  attempted  since  1973  to  construct  the  Foothills 
Water  Treatment  Plant.  We  have  complied  with  Federal  and  State 
regulations  by  preparing  environmental  impact  statements  on  this 
facility.  Yet  today  it  is  costing  us  $23,000.00  per  day  because 
of  unnecessary  federal  delays.  I  would  ask  that  you  immediately 
contact  federal  officials  in  charge  and  demand  that  they  approve 
the  Foothills   Project  and   let  us  begin   -"his  project. 

Sincerely, 


'  '  1*  '^C£,<uQ   Cm0<T7^-X^~OJ^ 


years  ago.   Many  of  these  citizens  join  with  us  in  urging 
quick  adoptions  of  a  final  Environmental  Statement  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Interior  Department,  so 
we  can  get  on  with  our  continuing  efforts  to  keep  our  water 
system  efficient,  effective  and  functional. 

By  locating  the  site  as  proposed,  the  Denver  Water 
Board  not  only  eliminates  the  need  for  gigantic  pumping 
facilities  as  required  for  Chatfield,  but  uses  gravity  flow 
to  substantially  reduce  the  energy  needed  for  the  entire 
Denver  Water  System. 


We, 


therefore,  as  members  of  Mile  Hi  Sertoma, 
support  the  proposed  Foothills  Project. 


Willi  am  McNichol s 
Mayor  of  Denver 


Denver  Water  Board 


RJC/pss 


a   s*i 


DOUGLAS  COUNTY  PLANNING  AND  ZONING 


SEPTEMBER  30,  1977 


Phono  Baa  «852 
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MR.  DALE  R.  ANDRUS  1^ 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

COLORADO  STATE  PUBLIC  AFFAIRS  OFFICE 

ROOM  700,  COLORADO  STATE  BANK  BLDG.  "  " 

1600  BROADWAY 

DENVER,  COLORADO   80202 

RE;   FOOTHILLS  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

DEAR  MR.  ANDRUS: 

I  HAVE  REVIEWED  THE  FOOTHILLS  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 
AND  HAVE  THE  FOLLOWING  COMMENTS. 

THE  DOCUMENT  DOES  NOT  ADQUATELY  DISCUSS  THE  ENTIRE 
DENVER  WATER  BOARD'S  SYSTEM.   IT  IS  NEARLY  IMPOSSIBLE 
TO  REVIEW  ONLY  A  SMALL  PORTION  OF  THE  ENTIRE  OPERATION 
AND  BE  ABLE  TO  MAKE  WISE  DECISIONS.   THEREFORE,  I  WOULD 
NOT  RECOMMEND  APPROVAL  OF  THE  FOOTHILLS  PROJECT  UNTIL 
AN  ADEQUATE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  IS  PROPOSED 
ON  THE  ENTIRE  DENVER  WATER  BOARD  SYSTEM.   THIS  MUST 
INCLUDE  DENVER'S  GROWTH  CAPABILITIES  AS  WELL  AS  THE 
WATER  IMPACTS  TO  THE  ENTIRE  STATE. 

FINANCIAL  IMPACT  ON  DOUGLAS  COUNTY  APPEARS  TO  BE 
NEGATIVE.   THE  DENVER  WATER  BOARD  WOULD  NOT  PAY  TAXES 
TO  THE  COUNTY  EITHER  ON  THE  SITE  OR  THE  FACILITIES. 
THIS  WOULD  CAUSE  THE  COUNTY  TAXPAYERS  TO  PAY  THE  COSTS 
OF  COUNTY  SERVICES  -  ROAD  MAINTENANCE,  AND  SCHOOL5  FOR 
EMPLOYEE'S  CHILDREN  LIVING  IN  THE  AREA. 

THE  SLUDGE  DISPOSAL  5ITES  LOCATED  IN  DOUGLAS  COUNTY 
COULD  HAVE  NEGATIVE  SOCIAL  AND  FINANCIAL  IMPACTS.   THE 
SOLID  WASTE  SITES  HAVE  NOT  BEEN  APPROVED  TO  MY  KNOWLEDGE. 

THE  FUTURE  DENVER  5ERVICE  AREA  MAP  (1-6)  SHOWS  MUCH  OF 
DOUGLAS  COUNTY  BEING  SERVED  BY  THE  DENVER  WATER  BOARD. 
THE  LAST  ADOPTED  POSITION  BY  THE  DOUGLAS  COUNTY  PLANNING 
COMMISSION  INDICATED  THAT  THIS  AREA  SHOULD  BE  FOR  LOW 
DENSITY  RESIDENTIAL  USES.   SERVING  THE  AREA  WITH  DENVER 
WATER  WOULD  CAUSE  HIGHER  DENSITIES  THAN  THOSE  WHICH  HAVE 
BEEN  RECOMMENDED  FOR  THE  AREA.   THIS  WOULD  BE  A  MAJOR 
SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  ON  THE  COUNTY. 


THE  MAJORITY  OF  THE  FOOTHILLS  PROJECT  IS  LOCATED  IN 
DOUGLAS  COUNTY,  AND  I  BELIEVE  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT  DOES  NOT  ADEQUATELY  ADDRESS  THE  PRIMARY  AND 
SECONDARY  SOC IAL- ECONOMI C  IMPACTS  THAT  WILL  OCCUR  IN 
OUR  COUNTY  AS  WELL  AS  IN  THE  METRO  AREA. 


SINCEREUY, 


BILL    NOE- 
PLANNING    DIRECTOR 


ATTACHMENT   1 


OOOfoli 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

1075  South  Yukon 

P.O.  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch 

Lakewood,  Colorado  80226 

October  11,  1977 


Mr.  Dale  Andrus 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  700,  Colorado  State  Bank  Building 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado   80202 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus: 

The  Department  of  Energy  Region  VIII  environmental  staff  has 
reviewed  the  draft  EIS  on  the  Proposed  Foothills  Project  and  offers 
comments  on  the  enclosed  attachment. 

Overall,  it  is  felt  the  OES  has  a  good  detailed  description  of  the 
primary  and  secondary  impacts  on  the  environment  including  the 
aesthetics,  aquatic,  and  terrestrial  ecosystems. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  EIS. 

Sincerely, 


OJjJs&c&r- 


C.    Dale  Eriksen 

Acting   Regional     Administrator 


According  to  the  DES,  the  Denver  Water  Board  (O'/.'B)  has  adequate 
water  rights  to  supply  its  present  system  and  the  proposed  Foothills 
treatment  plant  at  its  initial   proposed  capacity  of  125  mgd  ]/■■ 
Accordingly,   DWB's   raw  water  rights   total    312,300  acre-feet/year. J/ 
The  DES  mentions  that  the  maximum  anticipated  capacity  of  the  Foot- 
hills plant  is  projected  to  be  500  mgd. 2/     At  this  anticipated  rate, 
the  DWB  will   require  an  additional  water  supply  of  93,410  acre-feet 
per  year  beyond  what  the  DWB  presently  has  existing  rights. V 

The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  of  1948  allocates  some 
2,975,000  Bcr*-feet/year4/  to  Colorado.     The  1974  consumption  rate 
was  estimated  at  2,124,000  acre-feet/year. 4/     Based  upon  these  figures, 
this  leaves  approximately  825,000  acre-feet/ycar  available  for  further 
appropriation. 

This  figure,     at  first  glance,  appears  to  be  substantial  but  when 
one  considers  drought  restrictions,  increased  coal   production, 
potential   oil   shale  development  (a  million  barrel-a-day  industry 
could  potentially  use  200,000  to  300,000  acre-feet/year  depending 
upon  recovery  process)!/  and  the  massive   resultant  population  growths, 
one  can  readily  see  this  figure  (825,000  acre-feet/year)  diminishes 
quite  rapidly  if  taxed  to  its  maximum. 

With   this    in  mind,  we  pose  the  following  questions   regarding   the 
DWB's  plans  to  obtain  more  water  for  metropolitan  growth: 

o  Where  and  how  does  the  DWB  plan  on  obtaining  water  to  meet 
the  Foothill 5  maximum  capacity? 

0  Where  and  how  does  the  DWB  plan  on  obtaining  water  supplies 
to  meet  the  2,010  projected  requirements  that  total    158.331 
acre-feot/yoar  above  the  figure  given  as  present  owned 
water  rights?*.' 


V  page  1-19  of  Die  DCS  (1977) 

II  page  1-3  of  the  DES   (1977) 

3/  page  1-17  of  the  DES   (1977) 

4/   Final    EIS,    Colony  Oil    Shale   Project,   BLH,    [11-25  anj 
1 1 1-26,    (1977) 


5/  "Guide  Bock  to  the  Enercv  Resources 
Basin,"  &::*.5,  page  \hl  (197-:; 


the  Pice^nce  C-c-e 


We  feel  that  impacts  on  the  economy  should  have  been  addressed  using 
various  "conservation  scenarios"  developed  in  relation  to  Concepts 
A-C  and/or  presented  as  a  new  series  of  options. 

Data  with  appropriate  population  projections  could  be  shown  indicating 
relationship  of  potential  curtailed  supply  and  potential  increases 
in  population,  increase  in  demand  for  secondary  services,  and  associated 
increase  demand  for  water,  e.g.,  new  households,  new  industry. 


.    B.    DUNCAN,    D.   V.    M. 


HEOAL1A,    COLORADO 


00053a 


SEPTEMBER  20,  1977 


EXAMPLES 

OF 

VOTE-TYPE 

LETTERS 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

3080  E.  MAIN  STREET 

P.  O.  BOX  311 

CANON  CITY,  COLORADO   81212 

DEAR  SIR: 

AFTER  CAREFUL  SCRUTINY  OF  THE  FACTS  PRESENTLY  AVAILABLE  TO  ME 
AND  FROM  PRESS  ARTICLES  RELATIVE  TO  THE  MATTER,  I  AM  NOW  STRICTLY 
OPPOSED  TO  THE  DENVER  WATER  BOARDS  PROPOSED  TWO  FORKS  DAM,  STRONTIA 
SPRINGS  DAM,  AND  THE  FOOTHILLS  TREATMENT  PLANT.   AS  DOUGLAS  COUNTY 
COMMISSIONER  CDISTRICT  35  MY  CONSTITUENTS  IN  THE  AFFECTED  AREAS 
HAVE  MADE  THEIR  COMPLAINTS  KNOWN  TO  ME,  AND  VIRTUALLY  ALL  ARE  ADVERSE 
TO  THE  CHANGES  THESE  PROJECTS  WILL  MAKE  IN  THEIR  LIVES. 

WHILE  SOME  EMOTIONALISM  IS  INVOLVED  IN  ALL  MATTERS  OF  THIS  SORT, 
I  ASSURE  YOU  THAT  MANY  OF  THESE  INDIVIDUALS  ARE  UP  TO  DATE  IN  THEIR 
THINKING,  AND  HAVE  GIVEN  PROFOUND  CONSIDERATION  TO  THE  PROS  AND  CONS. 

THE  ENTIRETY  OF  THE  FOOTHILLS  TREATMENT  PLANT  AS  PROPOSED  WILL 
LIE  WITHIN  MY  DISTRICT,  TOGETHER  CONSIDERABLE  PORTIONS  OF  TWO  FORKS 
AND  STRONTIA  SPRINGS  DAMS,  THE  DIVIDING  LINE  BEING  THE  MIDDLE  OF  THE 
SOUTH  PLATTE  RIVER. 

OUR  CONCERN  IS  VERY  DEEP  AND  IT  IS  GROWING,  MORE  OF  US  WILL  FEEL 
THE  SENSE  OF  DESOLATION  THAT  IS  SO  OFTEN  OVERPOWERING  WHERE  MAJOR 
CIVIC  AND  GOVERNMENTAL  PROJECTS  ARE  UNDERTAKEN,  SEEMINGLY  WITH  ONLY 
TOKEN  REGARD  FOR  THE  PEOPLE  AND  ENVIRONMENT. 

TT  IS  SO  EASY  TO  SAY  "WELL  ONLY  A  FEW  PEOPLE  ARE  INVOLVED, 
COMPARATIVELY,  AND  AFTER  ALL  THE  ENVIRONMENT  IS  NOTHING  BUT  WILDERNESS" 

DOUGLAS  COUNTY,  WHILE  A  NEAR  NEIGHBOR  TO  TWO  MAJOR  METRO  AREAS, 
DENVER  AND  COLORADO  SPRINGS  IT  IS  YET  A  SMALL  RURAL  COUNTY,  WE  HAVE 
A  VERY  LOW  TAX  BASE,  AND  IT  IS  ONLY  WITH  DIFFICULTY  THAT  WE  ARE  NOW 
ABLE  TO  PROPERLY  MAINTAIN  ROADS,  AND  FIELD  A  SHERIFF'S  DEPARTMENT 
THAT  CAN  AFFORD  US  PROTECTION  FROM  THE  PRESSURES  OF  A  GROWING  DENVER 
AND  COLORADO  SPRINGS. 

THIS  GROWTH  IS  OF  VITAL  SIGNIFIANCE  TO  US  ALL  AND  IT  IS  IN  THIS 
AREA  THAT  I  SHOULD  LIKE  TO  THRUST  CRITICISM  OF  THE  DENVER  WATER  BOARD 
PROJECTS. 


WE  ARE  IN  A  SEMI-ARID  SECTION  OF  THE  WORLD  AND  WHERE  THIS  IS 
COMBINED  WITH  THE  TWENTY  YEAR  DROUGHTS,  ONE  OF  WHICH  OUR  WESTERN 
!  STATES  ARE  NOW  FACING,  THE  SERIOUS  THINKING  SHOULD  BE,  IN  MY  OPINION 

ALONG  THE  LINES  OF  CONSERVATION  NOT  INSTEAD,  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  PLENTY  SO 
'  THAT  WE  HAVE  WATER  TO  WASTE.   WHAT  I  ASK,  IS  SO  IMPORTANT  ABOUT  HAVING 
'  ENOUGH  WATER  SO  THAT  EVERYONE  CAN  WATER  THE  LAWN  ON  THE  SAME  DAY? 

WE  ARE  STRANGE  PEOPLE,  ALL  HUMANS,  WE  CAN  CONSERVE  WHEN 
NECESSARY  BUT,  IN  TIMES  OF  PLENTY  WE  ARE  SO  WASTEFUL  THAT  WE 
!  OFTEN  BRING  UPON  OURSELVES  THE  VERY  NEED  FOR  CONSERVATION. 
|  WHATEVER  HAS  BECOME  OF  FORESIGHT? 

>       ON  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  SIDE,  I  DISPUTE  THOSE  WHO  THINK  THAT 
i  A  WILDERNESS,  WILD  RIVERS,  PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  LIFE  IS  UNIMPORTANT 
,  IN  LIGHT  OF  THE  NEEDS  OF  PEOPLE. 

i       TO  ME  A  NEED  IS  HAVING  SUFFICIENT  WATER  TO  COOK,  DRINK  AND 
'  BATHE  WITH,  OTHER  USES  TEND  TO  BE  LESS  PRIMARY  I.E.,  LAWNS, 
1  RECREATION,  ETC.  WHILE  STILL  IMPORTANT  I  GRANT. 

fc       BUT  ON  THE  PRACTICAL  SIDE,  WHAT  ABOUT  THE  USE  OF  GOVERNMENT 

J  TO  REGULATE  WHERE  POSSIBLE  THE  SHIFTING  OF  POPULATION  IN  CONSISTANCY 

,  WITH  AVAILABLE  RESOURCES.   ONLY  GOVERNMENT  HAS  THE  CAPABILITY  OF 

GAINING  ACCESS  TO  THE  "BIG  PICTURE"  AND  THE  AUTHORITY  TO  REGULATE  IT, 
r  BASED  ON  EXAMINATION  OF  FACTS  THAT  THOSE  IN  LESSER  POSITIONS  MAY  NOT 
■  EVEN  POSSESS. 


WHY  WE  WONDER  MUST  ADDITIONAL  PROJECTS  UP  STREAM  BE  CREATED  IN 
THIS  INSTANCE  WHEN  THE  CHATFIELD  FACILITY  COULD  BE  FORCED  INTO 

|  MULTIPLE  USAGE.   WHY  NOT  EXPAND  AND  IMPROVE  TO  THE  VERY  MAXIMUM 
EXISTING  TREATMENT  PLANTS  AND  STORAGE  FACILITIES  AND  EXPLOIT  EVERY 
AVENUE  OF  CONSERVATION  BEFORE  WE  TAKE  ON  A  MAKE-WORK  PROJECT  WHICH 

'  WHEN  COMPLETED  WILL  FOREVER  ALTER  ONE  MORE  FEATURE  OF  THE  GREEN  EARTH. 

i       I  IMPLORE  YOU  TO  CONSIDER  THE  PUBLIC  ATTITUDE  OF  HOPELESSNES5 

.  THAT  IS  A  NATIONAL  DISEASE  TODAY  BASED  ON  POLITICAL  DEVELOPMENTS  OF 

|  RECENT  YEARS,  CONSIDER  HOW  THE  PUBLIC  YEARNS  FOR  PRACTICAL  SOLUTIONS 

i  TO  ITS  PROBLEMS.   LETS  START  A  TREND  OF  CONSERVATION,  SAVING  TAX  DOLLARS, 

k  SAVING  WATER,  SAVING  THE  ENVIRONMENT,  SAVINGS  THE  PEOPLE  FROM  EACH  OTHER. 

I 

RESPECTFULLY  YOURS, 


4J 


Mrs.  Curtis  L.  Benight  U  IK '  M  >  i 

9300  East  Center  Ave.,  Apt-   I  A,  Denver,  Colorado  80231 
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H#2  Box  593 

Sedalia,    Calo.     80135 
Sept.   10,    1977 


BLM  Canon  City  District  Office 
3080  E  Hain  gt,     P  0  Box  ?11 
Canon  City,    Colo.        81212 


We  »idh  to  object  to  the  Water  Board's  building 
of  the  Foothills   Treatment  Plant  and  the  Two 
Forks  Lam.      There   are   other  alternatives    they 
can  use,   such  as   the  Chatfield  Dam,    etc. 

We  have  lived  on  this  river,    the  South  fork  of 
the   South  Platte,    since   1951   in   the  Scraggy  View 
Addition,   are  retired  and  this  is  our  home.     We 
are  native   Coloradoans,   and  hate  to  see  country 
as  beautiful  as  ours  and  the  South  Platte  Canyon 
under  water  with  no  necessity  for  it,    but  the 
Bureaucratic  objective  of  the  Water  Bpard"s 
lust  for  water  and  money  to  sell   to  other  commu- 
nities  around   Denver. 

Please  use  your  influence   to  stop  this  desecration 
of  our  beautiful  fishing  and  recreational  stream 
and  country.      Thanks. 


Mr.  &Mrs.  Harold  W.  Schee 
R.  2  Boy.  59  B 
Scdalia,  CO    60135 


Sincerely  and  hopefully, 


12  September,  1977 


Bureau  of  land  Management 

3080  East  Main 

P.O.  BOX  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

To  Bureau  Officials! 

During  the  past  two  weeks,  I  have  had  occaision  to  read  ttie 
environmental  impact  statement  prepared  for  the  proposed  Foothills 
water  treatment  plant  and  to  attend  a  debate  between  proponent  and 
opponent  interests  on  the  decision  to  build  the  facility.  These  recent 
experiences  have  confirmed  my  belief  that  1)  construction  of  the  treat- 
ment plant  in  itself  is  an  unnecessary  addition  to  an  adequate  treatment 
capacity;  and  Z)   construction  of  the  plant  as  a  first  phase  in  an  ambitious 
diversion  and  reservoir  undertaking  is  unwise  at  this  time. 

I  am  willing  to  concede  that  commitments  already  contracted  by  the 
Denver  Water  Board  (DWB)  may  ultimately  justify  an  enlarged  collection 
system,  and  therefore,  additional  treatment  capacity.  However,  before  I 
can  support  such  an  expansion  I  will  need  to  be  assured  of  the  follow- 
ing measures i 

a)  that  some  of  the  energies  and  resources  which  the  DWB  now 
spends  on  service  expansion  be  diverted  to  meaningful  con- 
servation measures.   I  am  not  referring  only  to  outside 
watering  curtailment  and  a  voluntary  ban  on  drinking  water 
in  restaurants.  I  am  referring  to  a  pricing  mechanism  which 
discourages  waste  and  encourages  sensible  water  use.  I  am 
referring  also  to  research  into  more  efficient  application  of 
the  water  we  use,  and  to  study  of  water  recycling  and  land 
applications  of  wastewater. 

b)  that  the  DWB  policy  on  new  taps  be  thoughtful,  realistic, 
and  reflective  of  the  wishes  of  its  present  customers,  I 
strongly  disagree  with  the  practice  of  present  customers 
having  to  finance  expansion  of  facilities  and  services.  I 
support  a  periodic  and  thorough  review  of  policy  and  practices 
regarding  expansion  of  service. 

I  hope  you  will  consider  my  comments  in  your  decision  on  the  issuance 
of  the  necessary  permit. 


Mary  Pat' Wilson 

4230  East  Sixth  Avenue 

Denver,  Colorado  80220 


ce/ 


Denver  Water  Board 
Rep,  Patricia  Schroeder 
Sen.  Gary  Hart 
Sen.  Floyd  Haskell 
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450  S.  Lewis  St. 
Lakewood,  CO  80226 
September  22,  1977 

BLM 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


After  attending  two  sessions  of  the  public  hearings 

on  Foothills  we  are  more  firmly  resolved  that  the  plant 

should  not  be  built. 

Mr*  Brannan's  statement  is  evidence  of  the  DWB ' s  "shallow" 
thinking  on  the  conservation  of  water  use.   He  considers 
any  water  not  used  right  now  aa  being  wasted ; "depriving 
people  of  their  property"  as  he  stated.  We  feel  the  DWB 
is  depriving  people  of  their  property  in  Waterton  Canyon, 
that  is  free-flowing  water,  with  thfeir  plans  for  Foothills 
and  Two  Forks. 

We  are  not  frightened  by  predictions  of  permanent  wateE 
restrictions.  We  welcome  them.  In  fact  we  have  heard 
no  opposition  from  our  neighbors  and  friends  this  summer- 
Metro  Denver  does  not  look  any  less  green  this  year-  We  would 
applaud  a  high  peak-demand  water  rate.   We  welcome  the  cost 
of  installing  meters  as  opposed  to  the  DWB's  refusal  of 
#4  million. 

We  agree  with  the  specific  evidence  presented  citing  the 
lack  of  need  of  Foothills  and  the  fact  that  it  will  be 
obsolete  without  increased  water  supply.   We  do  not  believe 
that  Foothills  will  not  be  used  In  trying  to  railroad 
through  Two  Forks  Dam.   We  believe  the  entire  water  plans 
of  the  DWB  should  be  Included  In  the  JilS.   The  LIS  should 
be  done  on  a  regional  basis  becausw  of  possible  future 
additional  transmountain  diversione. 

The  poll  taken  by  Robert  Tonsing  is  not  valid  without 
giving  the  respondents  a  more  thourough  explanations 
of  Denver's  water  situation.  We  btlieve  the  poll  was 
prejudiced  by  the  statement  given  which  indicated  a 
definite  future  water  shortage  which  Is  not  true  at  this 
time  if  conservation  and  restrictions  were  implemented. 

We  urge  you  to  reject  the  DF.S  until  a  more  appropriate 
overall  plan  for  metro  Denver  water  needa  la  formulated. 
We  must  be  more  Innovative  In  the  way  we  use  water  In  this 
arid  region.    Thank  you. 
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September  16,  1977 


P'l 


District  Manager, 
Canon  City  District  Office, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Post  Office  Box  311, 
Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 


Jtei   Foothills  Project 

The  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  of  the  City  and  County  of  Denver 
plans  to  construct,  operate  and  maintain  water  diversion  facilities 
involving  a  small  amount  of  federally  managed  lands  on  the  South  Platte 
River  in  Douglas  and  Jefferson  Counties  approximately  25  miles  south- 
west of  Denver,  Colorado,  as  a  part  of  the  proposed  Foothills  project. 
The  planned  project  includes  a  dam  and  small  reservoir,  a  tunnel,  a 
water  treatment  plant  with  an  ultimate  capacity  of  500  million  gallons 
of  treated  water  per  day,  and  a  conduit  distribution  system  extending 
into  the  Metropolitan  Area.   The  proposed  facility  will  provide 
adequate  municipal  and  industrial  water  for  the  Metropolitan  Denver 
Region,  until  some  time  after  the  year  2000, 

Please  be  advised  that  the  Board  of  Directors  for  the  Green 
Mountain  Park  Water  and  Sanitation  District  which  serves  unanimously 
approximately  25,000  to  30,000  people  believes  the  Foothills  Project 
should  be  built  as  planned  by  the  I3oard  of  Water  Commissioners  for  the 
City  and  County  of  Denver.    The  Denver  Water  Department  has  long 
demonstrated  its  excellent  ability  to  plan,  develop  and  efficiently 
manage  and  administer  the  municipal  water  supply  function  entrusted  to 
them.   The  current  project,  Foothills,  is  but  one  example  of  the  ability 
of  the  Denver  Water  Department  to  perceive  the  need;  plan;  and  provide 
for  facilities  required  to  furnish  an  adequate  supply  of  water  needed 
to  maintain  the  standard  of  living  and  economy  of  the  Metropolitan 
region  which  they  are  capable  of  serving. 

A  review  of  the  recently  completed  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment for  the  Foothills  project  clearly  demonstrates  the  need  for  the 
immediate  commencement  of  construction  of  this  project.   The  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  also  clearly  reveals  that  the  need  for  the 
project  far  surpasses  and  outweighs  the  minor  negative  environmental 
impacts  which  are  envisioned.   The  direct  impact  on  the  health,  safety, 
economy  and  environment  of  two  thirds  of  the  people  of  Colorado,  both 
now  and  in  the  future,  will  be  adverse  to  an  extreme  degree  if  the 
Foothills  water  treatment  plant  is  not  constructed. 


Adverse  sociological  and  economic  impacts  will  also  be  felt  by  the  re- 
mainder of  the  citizens  of  Colorado  through  secondary  effects  resulting 
from  further  delay  of  this  project. 

The  Colorado  Public  Expenditures  Council,  a  private  research  group, 
has  recently  made  the  following  recommendations  for  actions  to  be  taken 
to  help  alleviate  the  expected  and  predictable  extreme  shortage  of  water: 

1.  An  immediate  start  on  capital  projects  to  blunt  the  ravaging 
effects  of  future  inflationary  pressures. 

2.  Construction  of  additional  water  treatment  and  distribution 
facilities. 

3.  Construction  of  '7ams  and  reservoirs  to  control  and  retain 
water  lost  in  periods  of  high  runoff. 

4.  Development  of  technology  to  allow  economic  recycling  of 
water. 

5.  Consolidation  of  duplicative  supply,  treatment  and  distribution 
facilities  into  a  regional  agency. 

6.  Resolution  of  emerging  regional,  state  and  national  differences 
in  western  water  policy. 

It  is  estimated  by  the  Colorado  Public  Expenditures  Council  that 
2.4  million  people  will  reside  in  the  Front  Range  metropolitan  area 
surrounding  Denver  by  the  year  2000,  as  compared  to  approximately  1.7 
million  people  by  1978.   The  anticipated  growth,  600,000  to  700,000 
people  in  less  than  twenty-five  years,  will  occur  regardless  of  whether 
or  not  there  are  sufficient  water  supplies  to  support  such  growth. 
Experience  and  research  clearly  show  that  the  availability  of  adequate 
water  supplies  in  a  given  region  has  little  or  no  effect  on  the  rate  of 
growth  of  population  in  that  tegion. 

Please  be  assured  that  I  understand  the  importance  of  the  Foothills 
Project  to  the  Metropolitan  Denver  residents  and  the  people  of  the  State 
of  Colorado  as  a  whole.    I  request  that  you  consider  the  action  of  the 
Denver  Regional  Council  of  Governments  by  their  adoption  of  a  formal 
resolution  in  support  of  the  Foothills  Project  as  planned  by  the  3oard 
of  Water  Commissioners  for  the  City  and  County  of  Denver,  and  the  officia: 
endorsement  of  the  Foothills  Project  by  the  counties  of  Adams,  Arapahoe, 
Denver,  and  Jefferson,  and  the  municipalities  of  Aurora,  Broomfield, 
Cherry  Hills  Village,  Columbine,  Glendale,  Greenwood  Village,  Lakewood , 
Littleton,  Sheridan,  Thornton,  Westminster,  and  others,  as  the  mandate 
of  some  1,400,000  to  1,600,000  citizens  presently  residing  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Region  for  the  commencement  of  the  immediate  con- 
struction of  the  Foothills  Project  in  accordance  with  the  plans  proposed 
by  the  Denver  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  for  the  eventual  500  millions 
gallons  per  day  water  treatment  capacity.   I  further  request  that  the 
officials  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  other  federal  agencies 
involved  cooperate  with  the  staff  and  officials  of  the  actions  necessary 
to  permit  the  immediate  commencement  of  construction  of  this  project 


which  has  been  clearly  demonstrated  through  the  development  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
majority  of  the  citizens  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 


Sincerely  yours, 


KEITH  J.  [:ro::e:,l;:;i:;:;: 
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September  23,  1977 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.  0.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colo.   81212 

Re:   Draft  Environmental  Statement 
Proposed  Foothills  Project 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  proposed  Foothills  Project 
has  been  reviewed  and  is  considered  adequate  in  addressing  the  en- 
vironmental impacts  of  the  project.   While  recognizing  that  not  all 
possible  questions  can  be  answered  in  complete  detail  to  the  satis- 
faction of  all  concerned,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  draft  statement 
provides  the  basis  for  approving  the  proposed  action. 

We  believe  the  project  as  proposed  is  preferable  to  any  of  the  al- 
ternatives discussed  in  the  Draft  Statement.  Further  delay  of  the 
project  will  serve  no  useful  purpose  and  will  result  in  higher  cost. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Very  truly  yours, 


<it,nd&  -iV^^u 


U.S.  Senator  Floyd  Haskell 
U.S.  Senator  Gary  Hart 
Congresswoman  Pat  Schroeder 
Congressman  Tim  Wirth 
Governor  Richard  D.  Lamm 
Ceci  1  D.  Andrus 
Bob  S.    Bergland 


District  Manager,  Canon  City  Office 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  MenageofSt 
P.O.  Box  311 
Canon  City,  Oo.  81212 


10955  Linda  Vista  Dr. 
Denver,  Co.  80215 
Sept.  26,  1977 


Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  on  the  subject  of  the  "Proposed  FoothillB  Project"  ae 
presented  in  your  DES  of  Aug.  1977* 

I  am  against  construction  of  the  project  and  of  the  alternatives  you 
present  in  Chapter  8,  I  consider  "NO  Action"  as  the  best  decision.   I 
interpret  "No  Action"  as  the  denial  of  the  right-of-way  application  and 
leaving  it  to  the  DWB  to  institute  various  other  types  of  action  to  deal 
with  the  problem  of  providing  an  adequate  water  supply  for  its  constitu- 
ents. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  in  the  beet  intere-ts  of  the  citizens  of  this 
state  to  build  Two  Forks  Reservoir  and  reduce  the  flow  of  some  70  high 
mountain  streams  in  the  iagle-Finey  drainage  area  by  85%  in  order  to 
fill  the  reservoir.   Streams  of  crystal  clear  water  flowing  in  mountain- 
ous and  forested  terrain  is  what  I  consider  the  heart  of  the  Colorado 
Rockies.   I  also  believe  this  is  the  way  the  state  is  conceived  by  the 
people  of  the  united  States  who  come  or  hope  to  come  to  visit  its  scenic 
marvels.   Although  the  DWB  is  confining  its  public  statements  to  Foot- 
hills, ther'e  is  no  doubt  it  is  condidering  it  as  only  the  foot  in  the 
door  to  their  multi-million  dollar  goal  of  a  new  transmountain  collec- 
tion and  water  diversion  project. with  Two  Forks  as  the  necessary  stor- 
age component.   Without  increased  raw  water  sources,  Foothills  would  be 
a  boondoggle  in  providing  increased  treated  water. 

In  the  absence  of  a  Foothills  treatment  plnnt,  the  DWB  would  be 
forced  to  take  action  along  lines  suggested  by  your  discussion.   These 
include  water  rationing-education  program,  public  awareness,  universal 
meteringCincluding  rate  structure  changes  which  escalate  after  basic  use 
standards  are  met),  building  codes,  local  storage,  and  system  improvements. 
In  addition,  recyclingCproving  succesful  in  Grand  Junction  for  irrigation) 
and  installations  which  will  put  the  Moffat  Filter  riant  into  full  pro- 
duction should  be  considered.  The  Moffat  Filter  Plant  has  been  operating 
at  about  50%  capacity  this  summer  due  to  a  shortage  of  water  in  Gross 
Reservoir.   Raw  water  could  be  piped  from  the  South  Platte  area  to  Moffat 
and  increase  treatment  capacity  by  100  mgd.  Eventually  it  might  be  necess- 
ary to  enlarge  Gross  Reservoir  and  collect  more  water  from  the  Williams 


Fork  and  Fraser  installations.   In  my  opinion  all  of  these  things  should 
be  attempted  before  the  Foothills-Two  Forks-Sagle  Piney  project  should 
be  licensed. 

In  the  deliberations  carried  out  in  making  your  decision  on  Foothills, 
I  hope  you  will  not  give  too  much  weight  to  the  successful  $160,000,000 
water  bond  issue  passed  by  the  Denver  voters  in  1973-   As  was  pointed  out 
on  p.  2-10  of  the  DES  the  total  vote  was  only  24%  and  of  those  who  voteet, 
the  issue  passed  with  only  54%  of  the  vote.  This  was  a  very  questionable 
victory  considering  that  the  pro-bond  organization  outspent  the  opposi- 
tion by  better  than  5  to  1  on  the  campaign.   In  addition  it  had  the  full 
backing  of  Denver's  largest  newspaper  and  used  distortions  and  DWB  threats 
of  massive  increases  in  water  rates  if  the  bonds  were  not  voted. 

Judging  from  the  witnesses  who  were  scheduled  to  testify  at  the  Sept. 
14,15,16  hearings,  I  would  conclude  that  those  speaking  for  the  Foothills 
project  were  primarily  representing  the  DWB,  the  constructuon  industry, 
banks,  realtors,  chamber  of  commerce,  and  local  government  units.  The 
local  government  officials  undoubtedly  prefer  obtaining  new  sources  of 
water  to  trying  to  enforce  conservation  measures  since  the  negative  im- 
pacts would  fall  primarily  on  persons  outside  the  service  area  rather  than 
on  their  constituents.   May  I  suggest  that  the  other  categories  mention- 
ed would  stand  to  gain  substantial  financial  advantages  from  a  greatly  in- 
creased water  supply.  The  DWB  itself  consists  of  4  businessmen  and  a  law- 
yer who  has  a  long  history  advocating  transmountain  diversions. 

The  present  drive  for  "Foothills  Now"  is  similar  to  the  1973  cam- 
paign for  the  water  bonds.   The  Denver  Water  B  oard  is  an  uncompromis- 
ing arrogant  group  which  will  consider  no  changes  in  its  structural  plan 
and  charges  those  who  are  interested  in  a  conservation  approach  as  being 
guilty  of  "ignorance  and  shallow  thinking".   Along -'with  the  "Water  for 
Colorado"  group  they  are  using  half-truths,  omissions,  and  distortion 
tactics.   Examples  of  these  are(l)  DiVB  told  the  public  that  lack  of 
treatment  was  the  only  reason  for  water  rationing  this  summer  but  omitted 
the  fact  that  lack  of  water  was  permitting  only  a  50%  capacity  treatment 
at  the  Moffat  filter  £lant  1 2 )  D'A'B  does  not  discuss  its  grandiose  plan  of 
Two  Forks  and  the  £agle-Piney  as  the  inevitable  sequel  to  a  Foothills 
(3)A  "Water  for  Colorado"  enclosure  in  all  Consolidated  Mutual  Water  Co. 
customers'  bills  for  August  credited  the  D£S  with  the  position  that  the 
the  1.7  miles  of  trout  stream  that  would  be  buried  by  the  Foothills  Res- 
ervoir would  be  replaced  by  the  creation  of  a  new  lake  fishing  recrea- 
tional resource.   1  read  carefully  pp. 3-23, 24, 25  of  the  DSS  and  could  find 
no  such  statement. In  fact  ,  the  D'WB  has  always,  and  rightfully  so,  pro- 


hibited fishing  and  other  recreation  in  Chees.eman  and  Marston  lakes  and 
would  undoubtedly  do  so  at  Foothills.  Please  consider  their  tactics  and 
motives  in  evaluation  their  testimony. 

I  believe  the  time  has  come  to  turn  around  the  frontier  ethic  of  ex- 
ploiting natural  resources  to  their  limits  and  to  give  stature  to  a  con- 
servation ethic.   I  also  believe  that  the  U.S.  government  is  leaning 
toward  this  point  of  view  and  suggest  that  it  be  applied  in  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  Foothills  permit  at  this  time. 


Sincarely  yours, 
<-*  { 


7^*vft  U- 


September  14,  1977 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  L.^nd  Management 

Canon  City,  District  Office 

3080  East  Main  Street 

P.  0-  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 


Gentlemen: 

Re:   BUILD  FOOTHILLS!  1  I 

Planning  and  construction  of  the  Foothills  Project 
is  necessary  to  assure  the  continued  ftvatlablltty 
of  the  'Jest's  r?ost  precious  nature]  resource. 

Finalization  of  the  Environmental  Statement  on  this 
project  and  subsequent  approval  of  the  plan  by 
Federal  officials  would  be  deeply  appreciated  by  me 
and  tens  of  thousands  of  other  Denver  area  residents. 

This  past  summer  only  shows  what  the  future  will 
bring  if  the  Foothills  Project  is  not  carried  through. 

Sincerely, 
Nancy  L.  Dillon 


UNITEb  ASSOCIATION  of  Jcurnoymen  and  Apprentic8i  of  the  Plumbing  and 
Pipe  Fitting  Industry  of  the  United  States  and  Canada 

Journeymen  Plumbers -and  Gas  Fitters  Local  Union         3 

360  ACOMA  STREET,  ROOM  210 
DENVER,  COLORADO     80223 
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September  22,  1977 


September  6,  1977 


District  Manager 

Canon  City  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3080  East  Main  Street 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon    City,    Colorado      81212 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

3080  East  Main  St. 

P.O.   Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Sir: 

Plumbers  Local  Union  No,  3,  who's  membership  numbers  eight  hundre 
and  fifty,  has  recently  voted  unanimously  to  support  the  Denver 
Water  Board's  proposal  for  construction  of  the  Foothills  Water 
Treatment  Plant. 


We  urge  your  support  of  this  project. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Paul  E,  Emrick 
Business  Manager 


PEE/nt 
opeiu-5 
af 1-cio 


Gentl emen , 

The  Executive  Committee  of  Downtown  Denver  Inc. , 
a  300-member  business  oriented  downtown  supported 
group  of  major  banks,  retailers,  S&L's,  hotels, 
restaurants  and  many  smaller  businesses  -  recom- 
mends to  your  consideration  the  planned  Foothills 
Water  Treatment  Plans  of  the  Denver  Water  Depart- 
ment . 

A  review  of  the  years  of  planning;  the  approval  by 
a  vote  of  the  people  of  Denver;  the  unbiased  need 
for  water  for  this  fast  developing  area  of  Colorado; 
all  indicate  to  us  the  unequi vocal  backing  of  this 
organization  is  both  necessary  and  important  to  the 
sensible  and  demanded  growth  in  the  Denver  Metro 
area , 

We  therefore  add  the  voice  of  Downtown  Denver  Inc. 
to  the  many  other  vital  organizations  interested  and 
involved  in  our  future. 

^ery   truly  yours , 


J&j  ^*^o 


Phil  i  p  Mi  1  stein 
Executive  Vice  President 
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September  8,   19?? 


Sept.    15,    1977 


Dale  Andrus 

Director   State   Bureau   Land  Mangement 

Department    of    Interior 

Colorado   State   Bldg.      #700 

1600   Broadway 

Denver,    Colorado      80202 


District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

3080  B.    Main   St. 

P.O.    Box   311 

Canon   City,    CO     81212 

Gentlemen : 

The  Mayor  and  City  Council  of  the  city  of  Sheridan 

support  the  construction  of  the  foothills  project. 


Dear  Mr.    Andrus : 

I  need  your  help.  I  know  tha 
understand  all  of  the  details 
approve  something  like  the  Fo 
Treatment  Plant.  However,  a: 
iness  man  I  do  understand  thi 
process  and  from  what  I  have 
I  believe  that  the  Federal  di 
process  here  is  subject  to  a 
criticism.  As  a  businessman 
process  which  costs  $23,000  a 
cost.  I  would  ask  you  to  tak 
to  see  that  the  Foothills  Wat 
ject  is  approved  and  construe 
help  in  this  area  will  greatl 
attitude  about  the  effectiven 
of  the  Federal  Government 


t  I  do  not 
necessary  to 
othills  Water 
a  private  bus- 
decision  making 
read  and  heard, 
cision  making 
great  deal  of 
I  question  any 
day  in  increased 
e  immediate  action 
er  Treatment  Pro- 
tion  begun.   Your 
y  influence  my 
ess  and  efficiency 
the  future. 


Sincerely, 


M^L^sr- 


Stephen  W,    Crout 
Broker 


Respectfully 


Wilfred  D.    Corbin 
Mayor 


Mr.   Frank  Thurston,  Public  Relations 
Denver  Water  Commissioners 
144  W.    Colfax  Ave. 
Denver,   CO     80203 
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of    the   proposed   Foothills  Water  Project. 


_,    am    strongly    in    favor 


^/  y 


Dale  Andrus 

Director  State  Bureau  Land  Management 

Department  of  Interior 

Colorado  State  Bldg.  #700 

1600  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Dear  Mr.  Andrus, 

1  need  your  help.     I  know  that  I  do  not  understand  all  of  the  details  necessary 
to  approve  something  like  Che  Foothills  Water  Treatment  Plant.     However,   as 
a  private  business  man  1  do  understand  the  decision  making  process  and  from 
what  1  have  read  and  heard,   I  believe  that  the    federal   decision  making  process 
here  is  subject  to  a  great  deal  of  criticism.    As  a  businessman,   I  question  any 
process  which  costs  $23,000  a  day  in  increased  cost.     I  would  ask  you  to  take 
immediate  action  to  see  that  the  Foothills  Water  Treatment  Project  is  approved 
and  construction  begun.     Your  help  in  this  area  will  greatly  influence  my  attitude 
about  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  :he  Federal  Government  in   the  future. 

Sincerely, 
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September  22,    1977 


September  30,   1977 


Dale  Andrus 

Director,  State  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Department  of  Interior 

1600  Broadway  #700 

Denver,  Colorado  80202 


To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

The  Foothills  Water  Treatment  Project  is  important  to  me  personally. 
The  lifestyle  that  I  have  tried  to  create  for  myself  and  my  family  is 
being  interfered  with  by  the  lack  &f   decision  making  capabilities 
on  the  park  of  federal  officals.  You  as  a  federal  offical  have  an 
obligation  to  see  that  this  unnecessary  bureaucratic  holdup  of  the 
Foothill  Project  stops  now.  Your  delay  in  the  construction  of  the 
Foothill  Water  Treatment  Project  has  already  cost  the  citizens  of 
the  Denver  Metropolitan  area  and  therefore  me,  $65,000.00.  This 
delay  is  unacceptable  and  I  would  hope  that  you  would  take  immediate 
action  to  see  that  this  project  is  approved. 


Thank  you, 


../.  ,- 


/Greo/Reinhardt 
Sales  Associate 
Michael   Shinn  &  Associates 


District  Manager,  BLM 

Canon  City  District  Office 

3080  E.  Main  St. 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Gentlemen: 

As  a  neighboring  suburb  we  wish  to  support  the  Denver  Water 
Board  in  its  longstanding  efforts  to  build  the  Foothills 
Treatment  Plant. 

In  the  past,  the  Denver  Water  Board  has  been  criticized  for 
not  incorporating  hydroelectric  power  in  its  reservoir 
developments. 

The  proposed  Foothills  Project  would  contain  facilities 
capable  of  generating  not  only  sufficient  electric  power  to 
operate  the  plant,  but  would  provide  a  surplus  for  public 
use.   A  minimum  of  three  million  kilowatt  hours  annually 
would  be  available  for  purchase  by  private  utilities. 

The  creation  of  this  new  pollution-free  energy  source  would 
be  sufficient  reason  alone  for  approval  and  construction  of 
Foothills.   The  Draft  Environmental  Statement,  however, 
descrives  numerous  other  positive  factors  that  support 
development  of  this  project. 

Please  act  favorably  toward  Denver's  construction  plans. 


south  4th  avenue,  brighton, co.  80601  (303)  659-4050 
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Acre- foot.  A  unit  for  measuring  volume,  equal  to  the  quantity  of 

water  or  other  material  required  to  cover  one  acre  to  a  depth  of 
one  foot  or  a  volume  of  43,560  cubic  feet. 

Archaeological  excavation.   In  a  salvage  situation  in  which  sites  will 
be  destroyed  as  a  result  of  construction,  excavation  is  often  the 
only  means  of  information  salvage.  All  excavated  materials  are 
subjected  to  intensive  laboratory  analysis,  description,  and 
publication.  By  definition  it  is  in  itself  a  destructive 
activity,  as  the  fn-place  value  of  the  resource  is  destroyed 
through  excavation. 

Archaeological  inventory.  An  inventory  is  an  attempt  to  locate  every 
site  within  a  specified  region,  or  in  the  case  of  a  right-of-way, 
every  site  along  the  right-of-way.  The  inventory  requires 
covering  the  surface  on  foot,  horseback,  or  vehicle,  in  transect 
intervals  of  100  yards  or  less.  An  inventory  produces  as  the  end 
product  an  itemized  description  of  each  site,  its  location  on  a 
suitable  detailed  map,  a  photograph,  and  a  collection  of 
artifacts  from  the  surface  of  each  site. 

Archaeological  resources.  Objects  and  areas  made  or  modified  by  man 
and  the  data  associated  with  these  artifacts  and  features.  These 
resources  rest  in  or  on  the  ground. 

Archaeological  survey.  A  survey  is  an  extension  of  an  inventory.   In 
addition  to  site  location  the  site  collections  are  analyzed  and 
each  site  is  assigned  to  a  culture  period  or  periods.  The 
analysis  includes  I aboratory  study  or  artifacts:  cleaning, 
labelling,  typological  analysis,  etc.   If  acquired,  any  datable 
samples  are  submitted  for  dating.  The  site  types  and  artifacts 
are  described  in  a  published  report  which  synthesizes  all  of  the 
known  archaeological  data  in  the  region  studies. 

Artifact.  A  material  object  made  or  modified  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
man.  Among  the  most  common  artifacts  or  archaeological  sites  are 
stone  tools,  chips,  projectile  points,  and  similar  lithic  debris. 

Available  water-holding  capacity  (soils).  The  capacity  to  store  water 
available  for  use  by  plants,  usually  expressed  in  linear  depths 
of  water  per  unit  depth  of  soil. 

Average  annual  precipitation.  An  average  of  the  yearly  precipitation 

usually  expressed  in  inches  of  water  that  fall  or  are  computed  to 

fall  at  a  point  or  on  an  area  during  a  specified  number  of 
calendar  or  water  years. 
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Axis,  (fold)   In  a  fold,  a  line  that  connects  the  central  points  of 
each  constituent  stratum,  from  which  its  limbs  bend;  in  a 
syncline,  it  is  the  trough,  and  in  an  anticline  it  is  the  crest. 

Background.  That  portion  of  the  visual  landscape  lying  from  the 

middleground  limits  to  infinity.  Color  and  texture  are  subdued 
in  these  landscapes,  which  are  concerned  with  the  two-dimensional 
shape  of  landforms  against  the  sky. 

Base  flow.  Sustained  or  fair-weather  streamf low.   In  the  most  streams 
base  flow  is  composed  largely  of  ground  water  effluent. 

Basel ine  data.   Information  collected  prior  to  the  initiation  of  an 
environmental  analysis  which  forms  a  basis  for  the  determination 
of  environmental  impacts. 

Biochemical  oxygen  demand  (BOD).  The  measure  of  the  relative  oxygen 
requirements  of  municipal  and  industrial  wastewaters. 

Biomass.  Living  weight. 

Browse.  The  part  of  leaf  and  twig  growth  of  shrubs,  woody  vines,  and 
trees  available  for  animal  consumption. 

Calcareous  rock.  A  sedimentary  rock  containing  an  appreciable  amount 
of  calcium  carbonate. 

Carrying  capacity.  The  uppermost  limit  of  a  specific  area's  ability 
to  support  a  given  population. 

Characteristic  landscape.  The  overal I  visual  impression  resulting 

from  the  combination  of  topography,  vegetation,  water  resources, 
and  cultural  features  that  can  be  described  in  terms  of  the 
visual  dominance  elements. 

Controlled  land  disturbance.   Including  mining,  oil  and  gas  recovery, 
to  a  form  and  productivity  consistent  with  a  stated  land  use  plan 
which  alter  the  original  ground  surface  and  the  resources  (either 
surface  or  subsurface),  and  require  prior  approval  by  the 
regulatory  authority. 

Consumptive  use.  The  quantity  of  water  discharged  to  the  atmosphere 
or  incorporated  in  the  products  of  the  process  in  connection  with 
domestic  use,  vegetative  growth,  food  processing,  or  an 
industrial  process. 

Cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs).  A  unit  expressing  rates  of  discharge, 
equal  to  the  discharge  through  a  rectangular  cross  section,  one 
foot  wide  and  one  foot  deep,  flowing  at  an  average  velocity  of 
one  foot  per  second. 
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Cultural  resources.  Objects,  structures,  sites,  and  districts  that 
pertain  to  native  peoples,  or  other  communities;  they  are 
generally  classified  as  historic  and  prehistoric  (often  referred 
to  as  archaeo logic ) .  Such  areas  are  important  because  of  their 
educational,  interpretive,  and  scientific  value,  because  they  are 
vital  to  the  preservation  of  a  subculture,  or  because  they  are 
representative  examples. 

Degradation.  The  wearing  down  or  away,  and  the  general  lowering  or 
reduction  of  the  Earth's  surface  by  the  natural  processes  of 
weathering  and  erosion. 

Discharge.  The  flow  of  a  stream  or  canal,  outflow  from  a  basin,  or 

flow  of  water  from  a  pipe.  Water  discharge  includes  the  sediment 
mixed  with  and  solids  dissolved  in  the  water. 

Dissolved  sol  ids.  Solids  that  originate  mostly  from  rocks  and  are  in 
solution.  Some  colloidal  material  is  treated  as  if  it  were  in 
solution  in  determining  dissolved  solids.  The  total  dissolved 
mineral  constituents  of  water. 

Dissolved  oxygen  (DO).  A  measure  of  the  oxygen  content  of  a  volume  of 
water. 

Ecology.  The  study  of  the  relation  of  organism  or  groups  of  organisms 
to  their  environment;  animals  and  plants  in  their  relation  to 
each  other. 

Ecosystem.  Complex  self-sustaining  natural  which  includes  living  and 
nonliving  components  of  the  environment  and  the  interactions  that 
bind  them  together.   Its  functioning  involves  the  circulation  of 
matter  and  energy  between  organisms  and  their  environment. 

Elaborate.  Highly  wrought,  complicated,  complex. 

Eol ian  soi I  material  .  Soil  material  accumulated  through  wind  action. 

Erodible.  Susceptible  to  erosion.   (Expressed  by  terms  such  as  highly 
erodible,  slightly  erodible,  etc.) 

Erosion  surface.  A  land  surface  shaped  and  subdued  by  the  action  of 
erosion,  especially  by  running  water.  The  term  is  generally 
applied  to  a  level  or  nearly  level  surface. 

Evaporation.  The  process  by  which  water  is  changed  from  the  liquid 
or  solid  state  into  the  vapor  state. 

Evapotransp i r at i on .  The  process  by  which  water  is  withdrawn  from  a 
land  area  by  evaporation  from  water  surfaces  and  moist  soil  and 
by  plant  transpiration. 
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Fau It.  A  surface  or  zone  of  rock  fracture  along  which  there  has  been 
displacement,  from  a  few  centimeters  to  a  few  kilometers  in 
scale. 

Fauna.  All  animals  of  a  particular  period  or  region,  taken 
co  I  I ect  i  ve I y . 

Foreground.  That  portion  of  the  visual  landscape  lying  generally  from 
one-quarter  to  one  mile  beyond  the  viewer.  Details  of  human-size 
features  are  visible  at  this  distance,  and  all  features  are 
large-scale  elements. 

Form.  The  three-dimensional  shape  of  an  object  or  a  collection  of 
objects  that  appear  as  one. 

Formation.  A  distinctive  bed  or  sequence  of  rocks  selected  as  a 
convenient  unit  for  mapping,  description,  and  reference. 

Foss i I .  Any  remains,  trace,  or  imprint  of  a  plant  or  animal  that 
has  been  preserved  by  natural  processes,  in  the  Earth's  crust, 
since  some  past  geologic  time;  any  evidence  of  past  life. 

Gaging  station.  A  particular  site  on  a  stream,  canal,  lake,  or 

reservoir  where  systematic  observations  of  gage  height  or  water 
discharge  are  obtained.  A  streamflow  gaging  station  is  a  gaging 
station  on  a  stream. 

Gallons  per  minute  (gpm).  A  unit  expressing  rates  of  discharge.  One 
cubic  foot  per  second  is  equal  to  448.8  gpm  or  646,272  gpd 
(gal  Ions  per  day) . 

gpd.  Gallons  per  day. 

gpm.  Gallons  per  minute. 

Ground  water.  That  part  of  subsurface  water  that  completely  saturates 
the  rocks  and  is  under  hydrostatic  pressure. 

Habitat.  A  specific  set  of  physical  conditions  that  surround  the 
single  species,  a  group  of  species,  or  a  large  community.   In 
wildlife  management,  the  major  components  of  habitat  are 
considered  to  be  food,  water,  cover,  and  living  space. 

Historical  site.  Any  place  associated  with  a  significant  event,  an 
important  person,  or  a  cultural  activity  of  the  past.  Historic 
in  most  cases  is  50  years  old  or  older,  except  for  rare  instances 
where  exceptional  events  have  taken  place,  such  as  the  site  of 
the  first  atom  bomb  detonation. 
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Hardness.  A  property  of  water  which  has  generally  been  associated 

with  the  effects  observed  in  the  use  of  soap,  or  with  the  deposit 
left  by  some  types  of  water  when  they  are  heated.  Hardness, 
expressed  in  terms  of  an  equivalent  quantity  of  calcium  carbonate 
(CaC03),  is  calculated  from  the  equivalence  of  calcium  and 
magnesium,  or  is  determined  by  direct  titration.  Hardness  caused 
by  calcium  and  magnesium  (and  other  ions  if  significant) 
equivalent  to  the  carbonate  and  bicarbonate  is  called  carbonate 
hardness;  the  hardness  in  excess  of  this  quantity  is  called 
noncarbonate  hardness. 

Infrastructure.   Includes  transortation  systems,  communication 

systems  (including  the  media),  fire  protection  systems,  search 
and  rescue  systems,  major  utilities  (gas,  electric,  fuel  oil, 
water  supply  and  wastewater  treatment)  health  systems,  educatioi 
systems,  social  services  and  welfare  systems,  special  districts 
(includes  recreation  and  park  districts),  recreational  services 
(other  than  special  districts)  and  aesthetic  opportunities, 
public  finance  capability,  and  the  land  survey  grid. 

Intermittent  stream.  One  which  flows  part  of  the  time,  as  after  a 
rainstorm,  or  during  part  of  the  year. 

Invertebrate.  An  animal  without  a  backbone  or  spinal  column. 

Irrigation.  The  controlled  application  of  water  to  arable  lands  to 
supply  water  requirements  not  satisfied  by  rainfall. 

Jackson  Turbidity  Unit  (JTU).  Unit  used  to  measure  the  turbidity  or 
amount  of  suspended  particulate  material  carried  by  a  stream. 

Joint.  A  surface  of  actual  or  potential  fracture  or  parting  in  a 
rock,  without  displacement;  the  surface  is  usually  plane  and 
often  occurs  with  parallel  joints  to  form  part  of  a  joint  set. 

Landform.  A  discernible  natural  landscape,  such  as  a  floodplain, 
stream  terrace,  plateau,  valley,  etc. 

Landscape  visual  unit.  Smaller  land  units  into  which  viewsheds  are 
divided.  These  distinct  now-overlapping  units  are  areas  that 
have  differing  degrees  of  visual  exposure  relative  to  the  viewer. 
They  are  defined  according  to  their  distance  (foreground, 
middleground,  and  background)  from  the  viewer,  the  direction(s) 
of  travel  along  roads  from  which  they  may  be  viewed,  and 
according  to  the  unique  combinations  of  viewshed  sequences 
providing  the  view(s) 

Leach.  To  dissolve  out  by  the  action  of  a  percolating  liquid. 

Lifestyle.  Way  of  life. 
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Limiting  factor.  A  critical  living  or  nonliving  element  of  an 

ecosystem  necessary  for  an  organism  to  survive  that  is  in  the 
least  supply. 

Lithic  Debris.  Cultural  material  made  of  stone. 

Low,  medium,  and  high  flows.  Arbitrary  designations  based  on  the 
percentage  of  time  a  water  discharge  was  equaled  or  exceeded. 
High  flows  are  those  greater  than  a  discharge  that  was  equaled  or 
exceeded  20  percent  of  the  time;  low  flows  are  those  less  than  a 
discharge  that  was  equaled  or  exceeded  80  percent  of  the  time; 
and  medium  flows  are  those  greater  than  a  discharge  equaled  or 
exceeded  80  percent  of  the  time,  but  less  than  a  discharge 
equalled  or  exceeded  20  percent  of  the  time. 

Macrohabit.  General  habitat  values  that  are  shared  by  all  species 
of  the  same  order,  family  or  genus. 

Macro  invertebrates.  Organisms  lacking  a  spinal  cord  which  inhabit  the 
bottoms  of  aquatic  environments. 

Mg7l_.  Abbreviation  for  milligrams  per  liter,  the  unit  of  expression 
for  the  concentration  of  dissolved  minerals  in  water. 

Middleqround.  That  portion  of  the  visual  landscape  lying  generally 
from  the  I imits  of  foreground  to  8  miles  beyond  the  viewer. 
Overal I  patterns  of  vegetation  and  earthform  constitute  texture 
which  is  no  longer  distinguishable  in  human-size  features. 

National  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  An  advisory  group 
appointed  by  the  President  to  oversee  national  historic 
preservation  policy.  Comments  on  federal  undertakings  that  might 
effect  historic  sites. 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  A  listing  maintained  by  the 
National  Park  Service  of  architectural,  historical, 
archaeological,  and  cultural  sites  of  local,  state,  or  national 
significant.  (Historic  Preservation  created  by  the  Act  of  1966). 

Niche.  A  faunal  species  function  within  the  ecosystem. 

Normal  fault.  A  fault  in  which  the  hanging  wal I  appears  to  have  moved 
downward  relative  to  the  footwall.  The  angle  of  the  fault  is 
usual ly  45°-90°. 

Paleontology.  The  study  of  life  in  past  geologic  periods,  based  on 
fossil  plants  and  animals  and  including  phylogency,  their 
relationships  to  existing  plants  and  animals,  and  the  chronology 
of  the  earth'  history. 
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Parts  per  million  (ppm).  A  unit  for  expressing  concentration  of 

dissolved  solids  and  sediment.  A  part  per  million  of  dissolved 
solids  is  a  unit  weight  of  dissolved  solids  in  a  million  unit 
weights  of  water-dissolved  solids  solution.  A  part  per  million 
of  sediment  is  a  unit  weight  of  sediment  in  a  million  unit 
weights  of  water-sediment  mixture. 

Perennial  stream.  One  which  flows  continuously  from  source  to  mouth 
during  most  years. 

Permeabi I ity.   (1)  The  quality  of  a  soil  horizon  that  enables  water 
or  air  to  move  through  it.   (2)  The  property  or  capacity  of  a 
porous  rock  sediment,  or  soil  for  transmitting  a  fluid  without 
impairment  of  the  structure  of  the  medium;  it  is  a  measure  of  the 
relative  ease  of  fluid  flow  under  unequal  pressure. 

Permeabi I ity,  soi I  .  The  quality  of  a  soil  horizon  that  enables  water 
or  air  to  move  through  it. 

(pH)  Hydrogen-ion  concentration.  The  negative  logarithm  of  the 
concentration  of  hydrogen  ions.  The  pH  is  a  measure  of  the 
activity  of  the  hydrogen  ions  and  thus  is  a  numerical  value  or 
measure  of  the  alkalinity  or  acidity  of  the  water.  Ordinarily, 
water  having  a  pH  of  7.0  is  regarded  as  neutral;  a  pH  lower  than 
7.0  indicates  acidic  properties;  and  a  pH  higher  than  7.0 
indicates  alkalinity.  However,  a  water  that  is  acid,  alkaline, 
or  neutral  according  to  the  pH  scale  is  not  necessarily  the  same 
by  another  standard. 

Physical  properties  (of  soils).  Those  characteristics,  processes,  or 
reactions  of  a  soil  which  are  caused  by  physical  forces  and  which 
can  be  described  by,  or  expressed  in,  physical  terms  or 
equations. 

Porosity.  The  property  of  a  rock,  soil,  or  other  material  containing 
interstices.   It  is  commonly  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  the 
bulk  volume  of  material  occupied  by  interstices,  whether  isolated 
or  connected. 

Precipitation.  The  discharge  of  water,  in  liquid  or  solid  state,  out 
of  the  atmosphere,  generally  upon  land  or  water  surface.  The 
term  is  also  used  to  designate  the  quantity  of  water  that  is 
precipitated. 

R.  Range,  one  of  the  north-south  rows  of  townships  in  a  U.S.  Public- 
land  survey.   (Plural:  Rs.) 

Rainfal I  .  The  quantity  of  water  that  falls  as  rain  only.  The  term  is 
not  synonymous  with  precipitation. 
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Range.  The  area  occupied  by  a  given  species  for  all  or  a  portion 
of  their  I i ves. 

Raptor.  Birds  of  prey  with  sharp  talons  and  strong  notched  beaks; 
hawks,  owls,  vultures,  etc. 

Recharge.  The  process  by  which  water  moves  into  an  aquifer,  or  the 
amount  of  water  that  moves  into  an  aquifer. 

Reclamation.  The  process  of  returning  resource  values  to  lands 
affected  by  controlled  land  disturbances  to  a  form  and 
productivity  consistent  with  a  stated  land  use  plan  which 
includes  a  stable  ecological  state,  is  compatible  with  the  values 
of  the  surrounding  lands,  and  is  executed  on  lands  which  are 
fully  capable  of  supporting  the  uses  or  higher  or  better  uses 
which  they  were  capable  of  supporting  prior  to  disturbance.   (See 
definition  for  controlled  land  disturbance  in  this  glossary, 
p.  9-2.) 

Rehab i I i tat  ion.  The  process  of  returning  resource  values  to  lands 
affected  by  uncontrolled  land  disturbances  to  a  form  and 
productivity  consistent  with  a  stated  land  use  plan  which 
includes  a  stable  ecological  state.   (See  definition  for 
uncontrolled  land  disturbance  in  this  glossary,  p.  G-10.) 

Restoration,  soi I .  Returned  to  the  original  condition. 

Return  flow.  The  water  returned  to  the  stream  system  or  source  after 
being  used.  Return  flow  is  generally  equal  to  water  use  less 
consumptive  use. 

Riparian.  Situated  on  or  pertaining  to  the  bank  of  a  river,  stream, 
or  other  body  of  water. 

Riprap.  A  layer  of  large,  durable,  dense,  specially  selected  and 

graded,  broken  rock  fragments  thrown  together  irregularly  (as  in 
deep  water  or  on  a  soft  bottom)  to  prevent  erosion,  through  wave 
action  or  strong  currents,  and  thereby  preserve  the  shape  of  a 
surface,  slope,  or  underlying  structure.   It  is  used  for 
irrigation  channels,  river- improvement  works,  spillways  at  dams, 
and  shore  protection. 

Runoff.  The  water  from  rainfall  or  melting  snow  that  enters  the 

stream  system  rapidly  either  as  overland  flow  or  as  subsurface 
flow  that  does  not  reach  the  zone  of  saturation  and  whose  time 
spent  underground  Is  so  brief  that  its  rate  of  movement  into  the 
stream  is  almost  as  rapid  as  overland  flow. 
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Scouring.  The  powerful  and  concentrated  clearing  and  digging  action 

of  flowing  oil  or  water,  especially  the  downward  erosion  by 

streamwater  in  sweeping  away  mud  and  silt  on  the  outside  curve  of 
a  bend,  or  during  time  of  flood. 

Sediment  yield.  A  unit  for  expressing  the  discharge  of  dissolved 
solids  or  sediment  from  an  area.  Sediment  yield  and 
dissol ved-sol ids  yield  is  usually  given  in  tons  per  square  mile 
per  year. 

Si  It.   (soil)  A  soil-texture  term  used  in  the  U.S.  for  a  rock  or 

mineral  particle  in  the  soil,  having  a  diameter  in  the  range  of 
0.02-0.05  mm;  prior  to  1937,  the  range  was  0.005-0. 05mm.  The 
diameter  range  recognized  by  the  International  Society  of  Soil 
Science  is  0. 002-0. 02mms. 

Slump.   (1)  Material  that  has  slid  down  from  high  rock  slopes. 

(2)  The  downward  slipping  of  a  mass  of  rock  or  unconsolidated 
material  of  any  size,  moving  as  a  unit  or  as  several  subsidiary 
units,  usually  with  backward  rotation  on  a  more  or  less 
horizontal  axis  parallel  to  the  cliff  or  slope  from  which  it 
descends . 

Soi I  association.  A  mapping  unit  used  on  general  soil  maps  in  which 
two  or  more  defined  taxonomic  units  occurring  together  in  a 
characteristic  pattern  are  combined  on  the  map  into  one  unit. 
The  components  of  the  soil  association  may  or  may  not  be 
contrasting. 

Soi I  series.  A  group  of  soils  having  horizons  similar  in 

characteristics  and  arrangement  in  the  soil  profile,  except  for 
texture  of  the  surface  portion. 

i  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.  An  appointed  official  on  the 

state  level  who  oversees  the  development  of  historic  preservation 
;  plans  within  the  state  and  who  provides  comments  for  undertakings 

\  that  might  affect  historic  properties  within  the  state. 

Streamf low.  The  water  discharge  that  occurs  in  a  natural  channel, 
whether  or  not  the  water  discharge  is  affected  by  regulation  or 
underf low. 

Succession .  The  progressive  development  of  vegetation  toward  its 
highest  ecological  expression,  the  climax;  replacement  of  one 
plant  community  by  another. 

Suspended  sediment.  Sediment  that  is  supported  by  the  upward 

components  of  turbulent  currents,  or  by  colloidal  suspension  if 
the  sediment  particles  are  very  small. 
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T.  Township,  a  tract  of  land  that  is  bounded  on  the  east  and  west  by 
meridians  six  miles  apart  at  its  south  border,  has  a  north-south 
length  of  six  miles,  and  forms  one  of  the  chief  divisions  of  a 
U.S.  public-land  survey.   (Plural:  Tps.) 

Terrestrial .  Consisting  of  or  pertaining  to  the  land  in  distinction 
from  water. 

Texture.  The  visual  arrangement  of  the  parts  of  a  landscape  feature. 
What  constitutes  texture  depends  on  the  object's  distance  from 
the  viewer;  the  dominant  texture  of  trees,  for  example,  is  leaves 
or  boughs  in  the  foreground,  individual  trees  or  groves  in  the 
middleground,  and  forests  in  the  background. 

Topsoi I .  Natural  earth  materials  at  or  adjacent  to  the  land  surface, 
with  physical  and  chemical  characteristics  necessary  to  support 
vegetation. 

Turbidity.  The  measure  of  the  degree  of  light  penetration  produced  in 
water  by  materials  suspended  in  the  water. 

Uncontrolled  land  disturbance.   Includes  fire,  floods,  landslides 

earthquakes,  or  other  types  of  disturbances  arising  from  natural 
causes,  catastrophic  occurrences,  or  uncontrolled  human  activity, 
which  usually  results  in  the  destruction  or  degradation  of  the 
resource  values  on  the  lands  affected. 

Vertebrate.  An  animal  having  a  backbone  or  spinal  column. 

Viewshed.  A  land  unit  bounded  by  topographic  features  that  define  the 
limits  of  views  from  within  the  unit.  Adjacent  viewsheds  may 
share  common  topographic  boundaries,  or  they  may  overlap  if 
portions  are  visible  from  more  than  the  unit's  one  viewshed 
sequence. 

Viewshed  sequence.  A  road  segment  contained  by  a  viewshed;  a  new 
viewshed  sequence  begins  when  the  road  enters  a  new  or 
overlapping  viewshed. 

Viewshed  sequence  points.  The  points  on  a  road  where  one  viewshed 
sequence  ends  and  another  begins. 

Visitor  day.  Participation  in  an  outdoor  recreation  activity  by  one 
user  or  a  combination  of  users  that  is  equivalent  to  one  12-hour 
recreation  visit. 

Visual  dominance  elements.  The  four  "building  blocks"  of  the  visual 
landscape  that  can  be  used  to  describe  what  is  seen:  form,  line, 
color,  and  texture. 
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Water  table.  The  water  table  is  that  surface  in  an  unconfined  water 
body  at  which  the  pressure  is  atmospheric.   It  is  defined  by  the 
levels  at  which  water  stands  in  wells  that  penetrate  the  water 
body  just  far  enough  to  hold  standing  water.   In  wells  which 
penetrate  to  greater  depths,  the  water  level  will  stand  above  or 
below  the  water  table  if  an  upward  or  downward  component  of 
groundwater  flow  exists. 

Water  yield.  The  runoff  from  a  drainage  basin. 
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